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SUBJECTS OF DISCUSSION. 



:he scriptures teach that THE COMING Of CHRIST TO 

THE WORLD IS FUTURE? 

Franklin affirms and Mr. Manford denies. 

II. 

/ 

THE SCRIPTURES TEACH THE FINAL HOLINESS AND HAPPI- 
>F ALL MANKIND ? 

Manford affirms and Mr. Franklin denies. 

III. 

THB SCRIPTURES TEACH THAT THOSE WHO DIE IN. DISO- 
fCE TO THE GOSPEL WILL SUFFER ENDLESS PUNISHMENT ? 

Franklin ^affirms and Mr. Manford denies. 
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THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION, 



PROPOSITION I. 

DO THE SCRIPTURES TEACH THAT THE COMING OF CHRIST ¥0 

WGE THB WORLD IS FUTURE? 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S FIRST SPEECH. 



Ms. Chairman: 

I appear before you on this interesting occasion, in tho 
defense of positions which have had the mightiest influence 
on the world of any propositions ever defended by mortal 
man. All philosophers, and men of commanding minds of 
almost all classes, have been sensible of the fact, that man 
is greatly under the influence of his hopes and fears ; hence 
the Christian's hope is spoken of as " an anchor to the soul, 
entering to that within the veil and is sure," while it is most 
constantly asserted in the Bible, that " the fear of the Lord is 
the beginning of wisdom," and "that in every nation he that 
feareth him, and worketh righteousness is accepted of him." 
He also places before man the infallible promises of a faith- 
ful Creator, inspires in him the only true hope, and, in the 
same way, he who places before man that which is really the 
terrors of the Lord, excites in him that fear which is the be- 
ginningof wisdom. 
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S THEOLOGICAL DISCISSION. 

We come not here to-day to enquire what the will of roan 
'is, nor to enquire what kind of a penalty to fix to a law of 
human contrivance ; but we have assembled to enquire, like 
rational beings, what are the nature and character of that 
penalty which the self-existent and unoriginated Jehovah will 
be pleased to inflict on those who disobey his righteous law, 
and despise the blood of the everlasting covenant. We come 
not here to enquire what will be popular among men, or to 
enquire into the various worldly policies of our times ; but 
to examine the revelation of the Lord Jesus relative to the 
condition of man after death. 

Our propositions are such as ail men are deeply interested 
in, and such as will cause every man to take his stand, either 
on the one hand or the other. All our propositions bear up- 
on one great question, viz : Can man do anything in this 
life that will effect his condition in any way after death ? — 
The gentleman who is my opponent on this occasion, does 
not believe he can, while I most solemnly believe that man's 
happiness in the world to come, will depend upon his conduct 
in this life. While it will be his settled purpose, to maintain 
the doctrine, that disobedience to the gospel of Jesus Christ 
in this life, can do him no good in that world, it will be my 
settled purpose to show that our, eternal weal or wo depends 
on our conduct in this life. 

I am aware that in taking this position, the atheist will 
stand just as much opposed to me as the gentleman who is 
my opponent at present. Indeed, it is his grand objection to 
the gospel of Christ, that it holds out a retributive state after 
death. 

The deist also stands directly opposed to me ; for, although 
he admits that there may be rewards and punishments after 
death, he does not admit that any person will be punished 
for disobeying the gospel of Jesus Christ in this life, or that 
any man will be made happy in the world to come, for obey- 
ing the gospel in this life* From both these parties I am to 
have no sympathies on the present occasion. This much of 
a disadvantage undoubtedly I will labor under in the present 
controversy. 

That the views we entertain on the subject we are to dis- 
cuss, »n the presence of this people, will have a great influ- 
ence oa our actions in this life, I do not suppose any person will 
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deny. My opponent will readily admit that he would act 
Very differently from what he is about to act on this occasion, 
if he entertained the same views with myself, relative to the 
connection of our actions in this life, with our interests in 
the eternal state. And, while I have no right to impeach his 
motives, I cannot help believing, that he receives the impulse 
to go forward in this discussion, from very different consid- 
erations from those which prompted me to engage in the con- 
flict. If I can tell anything of the considerations which have 
actuated me, in entering into the present discussion, I must 
be permitted to say, that I most solemnly believe my posi- 
tions to be true, and that the positions of my opponent are 
not only untrue, but detrimental to the morals of the coun- 
try, the safety and happiness of man, in bis relations to his 
family, the citizens of the community at large, and the civil 
government under which he lives, as well as his happiness in 
the world to come. Indeed, if it be admitted that man is a 
rational being at all, and that motives have anything to do in 
shaping his character, it cannot be denied that the decisions 
we are about to make on the great questions at issue between 
us, will have a mighty influence on our actions. 

Feeling sensible of the great effect this question is to have 
on the world, and believing, as I surely do, that the direct 
tendency of the doctrine which I shall oppose on this occa- 
sion, is pernicious and corrupting, I engage in the work of 
discussion, under the fullest conviction that I stand in de- 
fense of righteousnes, the happiness of man in this life and 
the one which is to come. What Mr. Manford's motives 
may be in defending his positions on this occasion, I have 
no right or disposition to prognosticate ; but what the legiti- 
mate tendency of his doctrine is, I have a right to show, as 
far as I may prove able. [Here Mr. Manford said, he would 
like to know what all that had to do with the proposition before 
us.] I wish to make a few introductory remarks, and of 
course Mr. M. is entitled to the same .privilege. 

As it respects my opponent, I only have to say, that I do 
not know that I could better myself, had I been given choice 
of all the preachers and editors west of the mountains be- 
longing to his entire party. I could not perhaps have found 
one man whom I ought to prefer to him. He has been so 
frequently engaged in conflicts of this kind, that Vve, to &qn&\,> 
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has stakes set down at most of the quick-sands and quag- 
mires into which he has previously fallen, so that he may 
avoid them at present. In one word I mav sa y* ne * s 
looked to by the party in this country, as the pillar and sup- 
port of Universalism. I know of no other man among them 
in the West, of any considerable note, who will venture for- 
ward in a public discussion. Indeed I did not suppose that 
he would till of late. So little desire have the entire party 
had for debate, that I have had a challenge standing in print 
more than two years, which reads as follows : 

"A CHALLENGE. 

" At any suitable time and place, we will undertake to prove 
that the Universalists differ from the bible in the following 
particulars : They believe in a different God—a different 
Devil — a different Hell — a different Heaven — a different Sa- 
vior — a different Salvation — a different Sinner — a different 
Saint — a differen Sin — a different Righteousness — a different 
Gospel — a different Judgment — a different second coming of 
Christ and a different Resurrection of the Dead J" Ref. 
Vol. 3; p. 141. 

Mr. M., however, is in the field and we are happy to be 
with him. 

In entering into battle as we now are, it is not unusual to 
reflect upon the consequences that might follow should I be 
defeated. What then would be my fate, if I should utterly 
fail, and it should happen to be proved that Mr. M. is^ right — 
that he is a true minister of Jesus Christ? And suppose I 
persist in opposing his doctrine all my life, and find in the 
end that it is true ; what will be the consequences ? Nothing, 
only that I shall be made holy and happy in heaven. As for 
all the hell I feel in conscience, or find in any other way in 
this life, for opposing the Gospel of Universalism, its hottest 
scorchings are quite a source of happiness to me, and even 
induces me to feel the most undoubted certainty that I am 
doing right. I am. therefore, in no danger let the matter 
turn out as it may. 

Before I shall proceed directly to the proposition first to 
be introduced, I wish to apprise the audience pf some strange 
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positions which I expect to see my opponent occupy before 
the discussion closes. I expect to see him forced virtually 
to deny the resurrection of the dead. If he does not deny 
that eternal life "belongs to the future state, I shall b£ greatly 
disappointed. I shall be much mistaken if he does not at- * 
tempt to bring heaven into this world. You may also ex- 
pect him to make immortality something to be enjoyed in 
this life. You need not be surprised if he should contend 
that the soul is the life or the breath. I expect to see him in 
many other singular predicaments which I cannot enumerate 
now, and that I shall place before him some passages of 
scripture which it will be hard to get him to acknowledge 
true. Of all these matters, however, you must judge when 
you have heard us. 

, Without further ceremony I shall proceed to read our first 
proposition. It reads as follows : 

Do the Scriptures teach that the coming of Christ to judge 
the world is future ? 

Our proposition is very clear and unambiguous. It mat- 
ters not to us how many comings of Christ may have taken 
place ; nor is it material how many judgments may have 
taken place; for joining issue as we do, on this proposition, 
we both tacitly concede, that the scriptures speak emphati- 
cally of the coming of Christ to judge the world ; and conse- 
quently, the question between us is not, whether, the scrip- 
tures speak of the coming of Christ to judge the world, but 
whether that event is future. 1 say that event is future — Mr. 
M. says it Is not. Here lies the question. 

You will readily see from this, that if my friend on this 
occasion should find some passages which speak of a com- 
ing of Christ which is past, it will by no mean* settle 
the question ; for there might be a coming of Christ past, 
and the coming to judge the world future. In the the same 
way, he may refer to some judgments which are past, spoken 
of in the scriptures ; but this by no means proves that there 
is no "judgment to come." The whole argument will be 
worth nothing to him, unless it shall be made appear that 
there is no coming to judge the world future. 

If then I shall present one passage that puts the coming of 
Christ to judge the world future, 1 shall have ^baa&& \Vte 
question ; for if forty other passages can be fo\m& «^s^v% 
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of other comings of Christ and othefcjudgments, they would 
not in the least militate against my proof text. If my friend 
will remember this, it will save him the trouble of quoting 
the words, " Ye shall not have gone over the cities of Israel 
ft till the Son of man be come" — " There be some standing 
here that shall not taste of death till they see the Son of man 
coming in his kingdom " — " The Lord judgeth in the earth," 
&c. dec. This being the case, we shall avoid, I hope, much 
pointless verbiage which is usually dragged into controver- 
sies of this kind. 

Without detaining you more lengthily, in defining our 
proposition, I shall proceed to sustain my affimative proposi- 
tion from the infallible oracle of God. In doing this I shall 
make my first appeal to the language of the apostle Peter, 
which reads as follows : 

" There shall come in- the last days, scoffers walking after 
their own lusts, and saying, Where is the promise of his 
coming ? for since the fathers fell asleep, all things continue 
as they were from, the beginning of the creation. For this 
they willingly are ignorant of, that by the word of God the 
heavens were of old, and the earth standing out of the water 
and in the water : whereby the world that then was, being over- 
flowed with water perished ; but the heavens and the earth 
which are now, by the same word are kept in store, reserved 
unto fire against the day of judgment and perdition of ungod- 
ly men. 2 Pet. 3 : 3-7. 

This passage seems to have been written for this special 
occasion, and could not have been worded much more suita- 
ble to my purpose, had the apostle written it for my special 
advantage. The apostle in the first place offered a rebuke 
to the sopfiers of the last days, who, being willingly ignorant, 
enquire* '* Where is the promise of his coming] " My op- 
ponent on this occasion has the honor to continue this enqui- 
ry, and is" now anxiously waiting for me to show him a prom- 
ise of the coming of Christ to judge the world. This I hope 
to be able to do to his fullest satisfaction. He cannot escape 
from jhe passage under consideration, by saying it refers to 
any other coming of Christ than the coming to judge the 
world. Nor can he say that the judgment spoken of in this 
passage, was any judgment and perdition of ungodly men 
which occured daily, as that upon which he displays his ora- 
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torical powers before the people sometimes, for in this case 
there is no reserving unto the day of judgment. Nor can it 
neon, the hell of conscience, for its hottest scorchings are 
immediately after the commission of the crime. 

The coming of Christ, the day of judgment and perdition 
of ungodly men here spoken of, were in the future, and 
aome considerable time in the future when the apostle wrote, 
as is evident from several considerations. This letter was 
written in the year 64 of the Christian era, and six years be- 
fore the destruction of Jerusalem. The last days of the 
Wish dispensation had gone by some 33 years, as most 
men calculate ; and therefore the apostle did not mean, there 
shall come scoffers in the days of the Jewish polity, for its 
list days were gone. But my friend may say as some have 
said, that the Jewish polity lasted till the destruction of Je- 
rusalem. This will not at all suit the language, for he speaks 
of it as an event farther off than six years. 

What goes to show that Peter could not have referred to 
any coming of Christ soon enough to be included in the last 
days of the. Jewish polity, or any other days between that 
time and the present, is the fact, that it would contradict a plain 
statement which he made on another occasion, and a very 
clear and unequivocal statement of Paul. Speaking of the 
second coming of Christ, Peter said, "and he shall send Je- 
sus Christ, which before was preached unto you; whom the 
heaven must receive until the times of restitution of all things, 
which God hath . spoken by the mouth of all his holy proph- 
ets since the wtarld began." Acts 3 : 20, 21. Now I would 
ask the gentleman, who is my opponent, if this restitution of 
all things is not future? He is bound to answer this in the 
affirmative, for I have no doubt it is one of his " one hun- 
dred and fifty reasons for believing in universal salvation." 
Well, then, I would ask him, if the apostle told the truth, 
when he said, " whom the heaven must receive until the times 
of restitution of all things ? " If the gentleman relies up- 
on these words as true, he cannot tell of any coming of 
Christ between, the time when Peter uttered these words and 
the restitution of all things, for he says, " the heaven must 
receive Jesus until the times of restitution of all things." 

- 1 must however <call your attention to- the language of Paul 
touching this point. Speaking of the coming ot CWvsx^^bX 
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apostle says, that the Thessalonians should not to " goon 
shaken in mind, or be troubled, neither by spirit, nor by letter, 
as from us, as that the day of Christ is at hand. Let no 
man deceieve you by any means, for that day ahaH not come, 
except there come a falling away first." 2 The*. 2 : 2, 3. 
This epistle alsc- was written about six years before the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, and therefore, if any coming of 
Christ had been expected by the apostle, when that event 
took place, it would have been no deception to have preach- 
ed that the day of Christ was at hand. Had a Universalis* 
been there, he would have contended, as my opponent is 
about to do, that the day of Christ was at hand. I think 1 
am justified in saying this, for even at this day, with the 
printed language of Paul before him, forbiding it, he now 
stands ready to contend that the day of Christ was at hand. 
Paul however commands us, not to let him " deceive us by 
any means, for," he says, " that day shall not come except the 
apostacy come first" Now unless my friend can prove that 
what Paul positively declared " shall not come" did come, 
he can And no coming of Christ at the destruction of Jem- 
salum. 

I maintain then, that as there was no coming of Christ be- 
tween the time when Peter uttered the words, " There shall 
come in the last days scoffers," &c. , and the coming of the 
apostacy, and the restitution or all things, that he could not 
have referred to the last days of the Jewish polity , but must' 
have referred to the last days of the Christian dispensation. 
Against this my friend will find there is no rising up. 

It is not only a fact that the apostacy was to make its ap- 
pearance before the coming of Christ, but the coming of 
Christ was to be the end of it. This is evident from the 
following: " And then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom 
the Lord shall consume with the spirit of his mouth, and 
shall destroy with the brightness of his coming." 2 The*. 
2 : 8. This man of sin — this mystery of iniquity was not 
only to come before the coming of Christ, but the coming of 
Ghrist was to be the end of it. Now can any man in his 
senses, believe that the coming of Christ was not at hand 
when Paul wrote this letter, and at the same time believe 
that event then to havd been only six years ofF? And can 
he believe in addition to this, that the man of sin— the apos- 
tesy, did come in six years, and fully dsv sloped Kvwvaelf^ and 
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was put to an end by ths coming of Christ to destroy the 
Jews? This is certainly too much. 

But as I wish to get my proof before my friend a9 soon as 
possible, that he may make the best defense his cause admits, 
1 hasten to call his attention to another passage, which reads 
as follows : u And they sffall fall by the edge of the sword, 
and shall be led away captive into all nations : and Jerusa- 
lem shall be trodden down of the gentiles until the time 'of 
the gentiles be fulfilled." Luke 21 : 24. The expression 
"they shall fall by the edge of the sword," evidently refers 
to the destruction of Jerusalem, but the expression " they 
shall be led away captive into all nations," certainly extends 
a long ways beyond that event. The words also, " Jerusa- 
lem shall be trodden down of the gentiles until the times of 
the gentiles shall be fulfilled," extend up to the present time 
beyond all dispute. 

Well, what follows after the Jewish captivity, and the 
treading down of Jerusalem by the gentiles 1 The Savior 
answers : " and there shall be signs in the suri, and in the 
moon, and in the stars; and upon the earth distress of na- 
tions, with perplexity ; the sea and the waves roaring ; men's 
hearts failing them for fear, and for looking after those things- 
that are coming on the earth ; for the powers of the heavens 
shall be shaken. And then shall they see the Son of than 
coming in a cloud, with power and great glory." Verses 
25,26,27. 

Now notice the order of these events : 1. The destruction 
of Jerusalem — "they shall fall by the edge of the sword.". 
2. The captivity of the Jewish nation. 3. The treading 
down of Jerusalem by the gentiles. 4. The fufilling of the 
timeB of the gentiles. 5. The signs in the heavens. 6. The 
perplexity of the nations of the earth. 7. The appearing of 
the Son of man in heaven. My friend will not only try to 
have the seventh event here mentioned to take place at the 
same time with the first, but he will try to make it appear 
that they are precisely the same thing. 

To this passage I invite his special attention. And if the* 
^ptivity of the Jewish nation stands between the destruction 
°f Jerusalem and the coming of Christ, I hope he will show 1 
u > how he has the two occurrences at the same time. 

[Time expired ,\ 
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MR. MANFORD'S FIRST REPLy, 



Messes. Moderators, Ladies mid Gentlemen : 

Before examining Mr. Franklin's proof texts, I will 
notice some of his introductory remarks. He speaks cor- 
rectly, when he says that man is influenced by hope and 
fear, and that the Bible informs us, that " the fear of the 
Lord is the beginning of wisdom. " There is a vast differ- 
ence, however, between the "fear of the Lord/' and 
the fear of an endless hell. The one is filial, reveren- 
tial fear, and the other is slavish fear ; the one purifies 
the heart and the other corrupts it. The first is the begin- 
ning of wisdom, of liberty, of salvation, while the other 
is the beginning of folly, of slavery, of damnation. " Fear 
the Lord," is a command of Heaven ; " fear an unending 
hell," is a mandate of creeds. The one should be observed, 
and all who do regard it, " are accepted of God ;" the 
other should not be heeded, and those who do keep it, 
receive no praise of God, although they may of men. 

He says, " it will be my settled purpose to show that our 
eternal weal or wo, depends on our conduct in this life." If 
he is right, well might Dr. Watts exclaim, 

41 Great God ; on what a slender thread. 
Hang everlasting things !" 

But if I am not greatly mistaken, it will be Mr. Franklin's 
" settled purpose" to convince us, that man's eternal " con- 
dition after death," depends on the state of his mind in 
the hour of death, and not on his conduct through life. 
According to his theory, a man may spend almost his entire, 
life in the grossest wickedness without receiving scarcely 
any punishment, and by repentence and baptism, just before 
death, go immediately to heaven, and occupy as high a seat 
in glory, as St. John; and yet he says he believes our 
eternal weal or wo, depends on our conduct through life ! ! 
He believes no such a thing. I will here inform Mr. Frank- 
lin, that although I do not assent to the monstrourproposi* 
tion, that our eternal all depends on our weak and imperfect 
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efforts during the few moments we spend on earth, yet I do 
believe that abusing or improving our talents in this world, 
will effect, in some degree, our future condition. I believe 
in different " degrees of glory " hereafter. 

He tells us that he will not have the sympathies of atheists 
and deists, in this controversy. Why not? He admits that 
both of those classes believe the Bible teaches the doctrine 
of endless torments. In that respect, he and they are 
"birds of one feather." He also admits, that deists believe 
with him, that our eternal " weal or wo depends on our con- 
duct in «this life." Here again, Mr. F. and the deists are just 
alike. But then, he informs you that I agree with deists 
and atheists in rejecting the gospel, because it teaches 
endless punishment. Mr. Franklin is certainly " a gentle* 
man and a scholar." I reject endless torment, because it is 
no part of the gospel. The gospel is truth, but the dogma of 
ceaseless vengeance is a falsehood — so I think. 

He says, if he " believed as I do, he would act very 
(liferent from what he now does." Does he mean that 
he would become a " vagabond in the earth ?" He does not 
wish to impugn my motives, oh no ; and yet he tells you 
that he cannot help believing I am engaged in this discussion 
from very different considerations from those which influ- 
ence him. And then he very complacently informs you 
that he stands up in defence of his positions, because he 
believes them true, and because they have much to do with 
human happiness. Yes, these are the considerations which 
have induced him to enter into this discussion, but he cannot 
believe that I am influenced by any such considerations* 
Mr. F, would do well to remember that " charity thinketh no 
evil." 

He thinks the doctrine of Universal Salvation has a very 
vicious tendency, and that of endless torment, a very holy 
influence ! I solemnly believe the reverse is true, and 
when he tries to sustain his assertion, I will offer some 
"strong reasons " for my opinion. 

That Challenge. He will " undertake to prove that Uni- 
v wsalists differ from the Bible " in a* great many particulars. 
} think I can prove they differ from that book in several 
^ms he does not specify. Universalists like other folks, 1 
Mieve, are composed oi flesh and bones, iwYiWe \\v* ^XfcW^ 
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made of leather, paper, paste, and ink. Universatists can 
walk, run, eat, drink, and sleep; the Bible can do neither. 
Why, Mr. Franklin, you had better revise that challenge. 
But if he means that Universalism differs from the Bible, 
and he " will undertake to prove" it, I will inform him, that 
he will find it an easier task to undertake to do so than 
to accomplish his work. I might undertake to demolish the 
throne of God, but it would be a vain effort. 

My friend most evidently tries to raise, a dust, by adverti- 
sing you of some " strange positions," which he expects me 
to occupy before this investigation closes. He seems to 
think that if he can succeed in arousing a prejudice against 
me, he will get along much better in his arguments. But I 
shall be compelled to deprive him of this advantage, as 
much as he appears to desire it, by telling my audience that 
I'do not expect to occupy one of those " strange positions." 

Do the Scriptures teach that the coming of Christ to judge 
the world is future ? Mr. Franklin has been careful to tell 
you of several matters, it will do me no good to prove. • 

1. He says, if I should find a passage which speaks of a 
coming of Christ which is past, it would by no means settle 
the question, unless I could show it was a " coming to judge 
the world." Neither, I answer, will it avail anything for 
my friend to find a passage, which speaks of a coming 
of Christ yet future, unless he can show it will be a " com- 
ming to judge the world." 2. He says I may refer to judg- 
ments, which are past, but this will not prove there is 
no judgment to come. This is true, and I say in return, 
that if my friend should refer to judgments yet to come, 
it would not be proving there is no judgment past. 3. 
He says, if he is able to present one passage, The seems 
to promise a scarcity,) which places the coming or Christ to 
judge the world in the future, then he will have gained 
his point. Not so fast my friend. You must not only prove 
that the coming of Christ to judge was future when the 
Bible was written, but that it is future now. I admit that it 
was future then, but deny that it is future now, and right here 
we join issue. 

Mr. Franklin wishes to save me the trouble of quoting 
such passages as the following : " Ye shall not have gone 
dver the cities of Israel, till the Son of Man be come." 
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"The Lord judgeth in the earth." " There be some stand- 
ing here that shall not taste of death till they seethe Son of Man 
coming in his kingdom." He was very careful not to 
tell you, my friends, that the coming spoken' of in; the 
last quotation, was a coming " to reward every man accor- 
ding to his works.' ' And as judging must of necessity 
precede rewarding, the corning, just spoken of, was a com- 
ing to judgment. The above passages then do not trouble 
me,, but my friend; and hence he tries to persuade me 
not to use them. 

I now come to Mr. Franklin's first proof text, 2. Pet., 
3: 7. He tells us that this passage seems to . have been 
written for this very occasion, and for his especial advantage! 
Such expressions are used to bolster up a strained and 
far-fetched interpretation of scripture, and for nothing else. 
He says also that when this epistle was written, the "last 
days" of the Jewish dispensation had gone by 33 years; 
and consequently, the Apostle did not mean that the scoffers, 
spoken of in the text, were to come in the "last days" 
of the Jewish polity, for its "last days" were past. But 
I call for proof of all this. According to Dr. Lander, the 
epistle to the Hebrews was written within the year 63, and 
in the [8 . chap, and 13 verse, Paul, speaking of the Jew- 
ish Covenant, says, " Now that which decayeth and waxeth 
old is ready to vanish away." On this verse, Dr. Clark 
makes these remarks : " The Apostle,, therefore, intimates 
that the old Covenant was just about to be abolished." See 
also, Dr. Doddridge, to the same import. But notwithstand- 
ing all these authorities, Mr. F. contends that the Jewish cove- 
nant had vanished away some 30 years before ! ! That the "last 
days " mean the last days of the Jewish dispensation, is evident 
from several passages. Peter, the author of the passage 
before us, informed the multitude when they supposed some 
of the people were drunk, that " Thisr is that which was 
spoken by the prophet Joel, "And it shall oome to pass 
in the last days, saith God, I will pour out my spirit upoaall 
flesh." — Acts, 2: 16, 17. This is to the point. The last days — 
the same spoken of in the epistle — were in Peter's lifertimc. 

In 1 John, 2: 18, it is said, "Little children, it is the last 
time, and as ye have heard that Anti-Christ shall come, even 
now there are many Anti-Christs, (scoffers,) whereby we 
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know it is the last time." I have now proved that the 
last days spoken of by Peter, were in the life-time of Peter 
and John, and at the conclusion of the Jewish dispensation. 
Well* Christ was to come in judgment in the last days, 
consequently, that coming is past, not future, as> Mr. F. 
thinks. 

The second proof text, Acts 3: 21, is irrelevant. It 
proves that there is yet a coming of Christ, but says noth- 
ing of a judgment. It proves also that Christ has not come 
in person since he ascended into heaven, in the presence of 
his disciples, but does not prove that the coming of Christ 
in judgment, is yet future. 

Mr. Franklin's third proof text is 2 Thes. 2:3. In order 
to make any kind of an argument, he is compelled to date 
the epistle as late as possible. But suppose 1 were to give 
him here all he asks, which I by no means have to do, would 
he gain anything? No, for he admits himself that it was 
written before the dispersion of the Jewish nation. But he 
is wrong concerning the date of the epistle. According to 
the best authorities it was written in the year 54, which was 
16 years before that calamity befell the ancient people of 
God. But from this very passage I derive a strong proof 
that the "day of Christ" was not far in the future, at the 
time it was written. If it had been a doctrine of the early 
church that Christ was not to come until the close of the 
Christian dispensation, and had the Thessalonians been ac- 
quainted with this doctrine, the Apostle need not have told them 
that they should not "be troubled." My friend knows that 
the most prominent doctrine of his church is that Christ is 
to come to judge the world at the end of the Christian dispen- 
sation — at the "restitution of all things." The most igno- 
rant member of his church is well acquainted with this doc- 
trine. Now he will have to take the ground that the Thes- 
salonians were ignorant of this doctrine, or that they thought 
the Christian dispensation, which was hardly commenced, 
was about to close ! ! 

2. " Be not shaken in mind or troubled, neither by spirit, nor 
by word, nor by letter as from us, as that the day of the 
Lord is at hand." They should not be soon, immediately 
troubled about that event, inasmuch as it would be at least 
16 year* before it would occur, it was not at hand, hence 
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they should not then be troubled about it; but he intimates 
that the time would come when they might with propriety be 
troubled about that event. But if it is to take place at the 
resurrection, will the Thessalonians, while in heaven, be 
troubled about it ? " Can any man in his senses," says my 
friend, " believe that the coming of Christ was notat hand, 
when Paul wrote this epistle, and at the same time believe 
that event then to have been six (he should have said six- 
teen) years off ? " I answer, can any man in his senses, be- 
lieve an event " is at hand," and at the same time believe that 
it is sixteen years in the future 1 

3. " Let no man deceive you by any means ; for that day 
shall not come except there come a falling away first, and 
that man of Sin be revealed, the Son of perdition who oppo- 
setk and exaltelh" (in the present tense) " himself above all 
that is called God, or that is worshipped ; so that he as God 
*uUeth " (still the present tense) " in the temple of God, 
shewing himself that he is God." Mr. Franklin says that 
the " Man of Sin," and the " mystery of iniquity," were to 
appear before the coming of Christ. Well, the Apostle says 
* the mystery of iniquity doth already work." He says 
further that the .coming of Christ was to end the " iniquity." 
What this last expression has to do with proving his propo- 
sition, I am unable to determine. These are some of my 
reasons for believing that the coming of Christ in judgment, 
spoken of in Thessalonians, is not a future event. . I have 
others which shall appear in due time. 

I now come to Mr. Franklin's fourth proof text. Luke 21. 
Here again he is at 'variance with almost every orthodox 
Commentator! He says the expression " they shall be led 
away captive into all nations," certainly extends a " long 
ways " beyond the destruction. There is not one word 
in the expression that would lead to such a conclusion. The 
Jews could be "led away" immediately after the destruc- 
tion. Does he believe that this leading away did not take 
place until a long time after the destruction of Jerusalem ? 
But perhaps he will say the expression " led away captive 
into all nations" implies a great length of time. Well, sup- 
pose I grant this. Still Mr. Franklin believes that Jerusa- 
lem was f * trodden down of the gentiles " at, and immediate- 
ly after the destruction. But I will notice the order of events 
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as they ore arranged by my friend, more particularly. He 
has, 1st, the destruction of Jerusalem, "they shall fall by 
the edge of the- sword " — 2d the captivity of the Jewish op- 
tion — 3d the treading down of Jerusalem by the genttlee-*- 
4th the fulfilling of the times of the gentiles — 5th the signs 
in *<he heavens — 6th the perplexity of the nations of the 
earth — 7th the appearing of the Son of man in heaven,— 
What straining 1 after a long order of events ! The second 
event took place at the time of the first. This he dare not 
deny. The third event took place at the same time of the 
second » and the fourth event is merely the ending of the 
third. So four of the gentleman's events are no advance 
in point of time from- the first ! So much for more than 
half of this long order i The 5th and 6th events, must 
certainly be co-existent, for the " perplexity of the nations" 
would of course be at the same time of the " signs in the 
heavens." This is spoiling one more of my friend's "or- 
ders ! " But let me see if the 7th order is not embraced in 
the 5th and 6th, " Then shall they see the Son of man/* 
that is, when " there shall be signs in the sun, and in the 
moon and stars. " Where now are the seven orders of 
events ! Mr. Franklin must do better than this. There 
now remains of his long order of events, but the first and 
the fifth, and these of course become the first and second .— 
The firsts the destruction of Jerusalem ; and second, the 
signs in the heavens. Between these two events lie wishes 
to throw some 2000 years. But I shall prove beyond all 
controversy that the second event follows "immediately af- 
ter" the first. The 25th verse of this chapter of. Luke is 
exactly parallel, as Mr. Franklin himself will admit, with the 
29th verse of Matt. 24, which reads as follows: " Immedi- 
ately after the tribulation of those days," etc. What days? 
Why, the days of the destruction of Jerusalem, and of the 
leading away into captivity. Where I ask again is my 
friend's long series of • events ] 

Most orthodox Commentators interpret the 21st chap; of 
Luke as referring to the destruction of the Jewish polity and 
nation ; and I should not forget to state that our Savior, af- 
ter mentioning my friend's long order of events, says, " This 
generation shall not pass away till all be fulfilled." 

1 have now carefully examined Mr. F.'s proofs-that Christ 
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ia yet to come in judgment, and it must be evident to every 
one that the scriptures clearly teach, that that is not a future 
event, but that the judgment commenced a long time ago. — 
Jesus when he was on earth informed men that his judgment 
would begin in a short time. Kead Matt. 16 : 27, 28. " For 
the Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father, with 
his angels ; and then shall he reward every man according * 
to his work. Verily I say unto you, there be some standing 
here, which shall not taste of death, till they see the Son of 
man coming in his kingdom." Here Jesus affirms that' there 
were some standing by him, who would not die till he would 
come in judgment, and yet Mr. F., 1800 years after this sol- 
emn declaration., is contending that that event has not occur- 
red ! ! Is Mr. F. wiser than Jesus Christ]? I believe that Christ 
spoke the truth, and that my friend is laboring under a great 
mistake. 

Christ's coming in judgment, and^to raise the dead, are two 
distinct events. The first was not a personal coming, but a 
coming in his kingdom, in glory, in judgment, and that of 
course took place in the establishment of Christianity among 
the nations of the earth. Christ then exhibited himself to the 
world in his kingdom, glory, and judgments, and he is now do- 
ing the same. And as the resurrection of the dead, by the pow- 
er and grace of heaven, is a distinct, important and remarkable 
event, it is called a coming of Christ. And I wish it ever to 
be remembered, that throughout the Bible, whenever the 
coming of Christ in judgment, in his kingdom, is spoken of, 
nothing is said about the resurrection of the dead ; and when- 
ever his coming in the resurrection is spoken of, nothing is 
said about judgment. And throughout the Bible also, the be- 
ginning of judgment is connected with the introduction of 
Christ's reign, and the resurrection with the close of that 
reign. These facts stand directly opposed to my friend's 
whole theory. 

I ask Mr. F. what will be the use of a judgment at the end of 
time 1 Will it be a Court of Error 1 He believes that when a 
man dies, if he happens to be in the right state of mind at 
that particular juncture, he will go to heaven. And he be- 
lieves also that if a man should die in sin, no matter how 
righteous he had lived, he will go to hell. The man that 
goes to hell must have been judged, for surely God would not 
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send him there without a trial — a judgment. And so with 
the man who goes to heaven, he must first be judged, my 
friend would say. Still he has a future judgment, and all 
hell is to be disembodied of its contents, and heaven de- 
populated to attend this great trial. Where, in the name of 
reason and common sense, is the use of this judgment 1 la 
it to rectify mistakes that were made in the first judgment ? 
If so, perhaps there will be mistakes made in the second 
judgment, or whatever you may please to term it, and many 
who are now in hell may get into heaven, and many that are 
now in heaven may be thrust into hell. And perhaps there 
-may a perfect change take place in the inhabitants of the 
two places ; those in hell going to heaven, and those in hea- 
ven going to hell. My friend need not say that I have spo- 
ken irreverently, or turned sacred subjects into ridicule. I 
have only showed some of the inconsistencies of his faith. 

I hope Mr. Franklin in in his next speech will meet my 
objections to his theory and interpretations of the Bible, fair- 
ly and candidly, and especially do I hope that he wiir point 
out all those places, if any, where I have not answered his 
arguments, or endeavored to do so; for I wish to notice ev- 
ery single argument that my friend may advance. And I 
shall expect the same kind of treatment from him. In this 
way we may elicit truth. I hope also that the very best spirit 
may be maintained throughout the entire debate, and that 
nothing may occur to mar the feelings of any one.' Let ev- 
ery one here assembled, calmly and dispassionately weigh 
every argument, and unbiassed by prejudice or preposses- 
sion, decide in favor of Truth. [Time expired.] 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S SECOND SPEECH. 



Mr. Chairman : 

Before I proceed with my affirmative arguments, it will 
be necessary for me to pay some attention to the gentleman's 
reply. He was pleased to favor you with a distinction be- 
tween " filial, reverential fear," and the fear of hell. His 
distinction is not in the bible. The language of Jesus is : 
" Fear Him who is able to destroy both soul and body in 
hell." 

He appears displeased that our eternal weal or wo should 
depend on our conduct in this life. I cannot see why he 
should have such an abhorrance of this doctrine. Is his 
conduct so reprehensible that he thinks it would endanger 
his salvation? But he further informed you, that, if he wa* 
not much mistaken, it would be my settled purpose to prove 
that it depends on the state of the mind at death and not on 
our conduct. He is much mistaken then ; for I believe no 
such thing. But on the contrary I believe that the Lord 
will take vengeance on them that know not God and obey 
not the gospel. But you may guess my surprise, to hear Mr. 
Man ford say, " I do believe that abusing or improving our 
talents in this world, will effect in some degree our future 
situation. I believe in different degrees of glory hereafter." 
I did not expect this soon, in his very first speech, to hear 
him denounce the leading feature — the grand distinguishing 
characteristic of his doctrine. It is conceded then, thus ear- 
ly in this discussion, that & finite creature, in & finite state, 
can do something that will effect an infinite state. This I 
expected to be called upon to prove, but the necessity of this 
is now superseded by the concession of my friend. But to 
show his brethren that he is not mistaken, I will refer to a 
passage of scripture. Since my friend has referred the re- 
sults of improving or neglecting to improve our talents to the 
coining worfd, let me call your attention to the Savior's par- 
able of the talents, Matt. 25. After showing, as Mr Manford 
says he telievep, that those who improve their talents will 
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be invited into the joys of their Lord, the Savior jsays of the 
man who failed to improve his talent, " Cast ye the unprofit- 
able servant into outer darkness : there shall be weeping and 
gnashing of teeth." V. 25,30. If then by the abuse of our 
talents in this life, we may lessen the degrees of happiness 
in the world to come, as the gentleman admits, why may we 
not lessen these degrees of happiness until it will not be hap- 
piness at all, but misery ? The gentleman will repent of this 
concession foi many years to come, especially as it is to go 
to the world in a printed book. 

Mr. Manford wishes me to tell him why I will not have 
the sympathies of atheists and deists. One principal reason 
is, that they do not consider my position calculated to destroy 
the religion of Jesus Christ out of the world. They do con- 
sider his position well calculated to accomplish that object, 
and therefore will sympathise with him, and are anxious for 
his success. 

It appears that my friend cannot see how I could act differ- 
ently from what I do, unless I would be a " vagabond in the 
earth." Well he acts differently from myself; is he there- 
fore a " vagabond," to apply his own refined language to 
himself? Surely not. 

From Mr. M.'s little witicism, in specifying other differ- 
ences between the Bible and Universalists, besides those men- 
tioned, in my challenge, I suppose he admits those specified 
by me. He may as well at least, for they will abundantly 
appear as we shall proceed. 

In defining my proposition, I stated that a reference to any 
judgment that is past, will not prove that there is no judg- 
ment to come ; and the gentleman very adroitly responds, 
that " should I refer to a judgment to come, it would not be 
proving there is no judgment past." I grant it, but it would 
be proving my proposition, for it calls for a judgment to 
come. 

I was amused to see my friend approach my proof texts. 
He did it with as much cautiousness as if he had expected 
every stop to fall into a pit. His remarks upon these impor- 
tant passages of the word of God were perfectly non-commit- 
tal. The day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men— 
the melting of the elements with fervent heat — the burning 
up of the earth and all things therein^the passing away of 
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the heavens with a great noise, are certainly matters of suffi- 
cient importance to have been specially recorded in history, 
if indeed they are past. . But did he refer you to the time 
and the place where these wonderful things occurred ? Not 
at all. He Had not even enough nerve to say, that it refer- 
red to the destruction of Jerusalem, although he gave some 
such intimations. He can tell you that the coming of Christ 
to judge the world is past, and that he has proved it ; but 
when did it pass ? That is the question. I wish him to tell 
what that judgment was. What was the perdition of ungod- 
ly men ? Will he ever be so good as to tell ? He wishes 
to know what good a judgment after death will do. I should 
be pleased to know what good the judgment of which he 
speaks will do. He is the last man who should start any 
such enquiry. After preaching, writing and debating about 
it for years, he cannot tell us what his judgment is ! ! ! What 
good does a judgment do in this world, when even the preach- 
ers cannot tell what it is ? He wishes to know if the judg- 
ment after death is to correct mistakes that occurred in a 
previous judgment. I suppose from this question, that the 
object of his judgment is to determine who are the guilty. — 
But I presume the Judge spoken of in the Bible, knows who 
are the guilty before judgment, and consequently has not ap- 
pointed a day in which to judge the world, to ascertain who 
are the guilty, but to pass a final sentence upon all. 

What disposition did he make of the " scoffers of the last 
days." None at all, except it be to try to prove that " last 
days " related to the close of the Jewish polity. That is, he 
tried to show, that when Peter, only six years before Jeru- 
salem was destroyed, said, "there shall come scoffers in the 
last days," he meant that they should come during that six 
years. But did he show that any scoffers did come, during 
that period, "saying where is the promise of his coming ?" 
Surely not. It is true, he referred to the words of Joel, Acis 2, 
and to the words of John, " it is the last time," and said these 
passages referred to the same time, but on this he gave no 
proof only his assertion. TRe exact fulfilment of a predic- 
tion, is an infallible evidence of the time to which it refer- 
red. There was no set of men, during the six years in ques- 
tion, who said, " where is the promise of his coming," but 
we have just such a set of men in our day, and if we had 
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no other evidence, this would he sufficient to show that Peter 
referred to these times. 

The gentleman made quite a display over the words, " is 
waxed old and ready to vanish away." His object as you 
recollect, was to prove that the old covenant was still in 
force, and consequently that Peter referred to the last days 
of it. But in 2 Cor. 3 : 11, speaking of the old covenant, 
Paul calls it, "that which was done away" In the 13th 
verse he calls it, " that which is abolished" Rom. 10: 4, 
the same Apostle said, (year 60)^" Christ is the end of the 
law." Col. 2 : 14, he says, " Blotting out the hand-writing of 
ordinances that was against us, which was contrary to us, and 
took it out of the way, nailing it to his cross" Now my 
friend informed you, that I would not get him into any of the 
predicaments mentioned in my first speech. I told you that 
I expected to introduce passages of scripture which he would 
not acknowledge true. I now ask Mr. M. the question: 
Do you believe that when Paul wrote these several expres- 
sions, the old covenant " was done away " — " abolished" — 
"blotted out " — " took out of the way" and that " Christ was 
the end of the law 1 " If you do, the old institution, you 
must admit, was at an end, truly "ready to vanish away." 
Will any man in his right mind, believe the old covenant 
was in force after it was " done away," " abolished," "blot- 
ted out," " took out of the way," " nailed to the cross," and 
*' Christ was the end of the law? " Just as soon as he con- 
fesses his belief of these passages of scripture, he confesses 
that the Jewish covenant was at an end, and the apostle Peter, 
writing after the end of the Jewish institution, referred for- 
ward to the " scoffers of the last days," which could not pos- 
sibly have b©en the last days of the Jewish polity, for it was 
gone. 

But in this same passage, the apostle says, ."the heavens 
and the earth which are now, by the same word, are kept in 
store y reserved unto fire against the day of judgment, and 
perdition of ungodly men." Now did he mean that the heav- 
ens and the earth which are "how are reserved unto the de- 
struction oi Jerusalem ? If he did, he did not mean that 
they were reserved unto the hell of conscience. And if he 
meant that they were reserved unto the fire of the hell of 
conscience, h© did not mean the destruction of Jerusalem, 
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aod consequently it is no difference when Peter wrote. I do 
not believe my friend dare take any position on this point. — 
Will he explain this branch of the " glorious doctrine pf Uni- 
fersalism ? " 

The gentleman's reply on the passage in Thess. calls for 
but little attention. H« says, " can any man in his senses 
believe an event is * at hand,' and at the same time believe it 
is sixteen years in the future ? " I answer most emphatical- 
ly, that if it be an event that has been spoken of more than 
fifteen hundred years, as was the case with the destruction of 
Jerusalem, he can, and that no man of truth and sound un- 
derstanding could say any thing else. When the first com- 
ing of Christ was within sixteen years, all believers consid- 
ered it at hand, and any man who would have taught that it 
was not at hand would have been regarded as a false teacher. 
But Paul regarded that man as a deceiver, who should per- 
vert his letter or spirit so as to say the day of Christ was at 
hand ; for, says he, " that day shall not come, except there 
come a falling away first." This falling away is unequivo- 
cally declared to be the Roman apostacy by all great prot- 
ectants. Christ was to destroy this man of sin with the " spirit 
of his mouth and the brightness of his coming." Was the 
time at hand when the man of sin should be destroyed ? 
If so, how does it happen that the man of sin is not yet de- 
stroyed ? 

The gentleman thinks that if it had been a common doc- 
trine among the early Christians, that Christ would not come 
till the end of the Christian dispensation , the Thessalonians 
would have understood it. This is worth nothing, for even 
those who were in error on the subject, and contended that 
the coming of Christ was at hand, may have thought the 
end of the Christian dispensation equally as near* atjMlftd. 

My second proof text, Acts 3 : 21, the gentleman says "is 
not relevant." But in the next breath he says of tho^aine 
passage : " It proves also that Christ has not come in person 
since he ascended to heaven." Well, that is just what I 

?iuoted it to prove. That much is then established, and my 
riend has sanctioned it. 

I have been trying to understand my friend from his first 
speech, and as far as he has taken any position, it amounts 
tp this : Christ has never appeared personally since he a$- 
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cended to heaven, but at the resurrection he ,will appear 
personally. But he has appeared already in judgment and 
in glory. Let us then see what conclusions we can arrive at 
from these statements. 

1. It is rather a ridiculous idea to me, to make a figurative 
appearing, such as the slaughter of a million and a half of 
Jews, (if it be even a figurative appearing) the " glorious 
appearing," and rob the personal appearing at the resur' 
rection of the dead of its glory ! ! But if my friend can 
get round a coming judgment no other way, and the fear of 
hell seems to press him, he will put the glory of Jesus in 
the past tense, to provide a way of escape. But as the gen- 
tleman has decided that the appearing of Christ in glory is 
past, I would be pleased to call his attention to the following 
passage : " For the grace of God that bringeth salvation hath 
appeared unto all men, teaching us, that denying ungodli- 
ness and worldly lusts, we should live soberly, righteously 
and godly in this present world, looking for that blessed hope, 
and the glorious appearing of the great God and our Savior 
Jesus Christ." Tit. 2: 11. Is this " glorious appearing " 
past 1 If the gentleman says, it is, he gives up one of his 
favorite proof texts. " When Christ who is our life shall 
appear, then shall ye also appear with him in glory." Col. 
3:4. Is this appearing of Christ in glory past? Surely 
not. 

But I must enquire whether it is the personal appearing 
that is visible or the figurative appearing, if there be any 
such a thing. If he shall say, that the appearing "in glory 
and judgment," is the one at which " every eye shall see 
him," I should be pleased to know how they could see him, 
if he did not appear in person ! But I now proceed to show 
that the, personal appearing, the glorious appearing, and his 
appearing in judgment are ail the same appearing, or in oth- 
er words that the appearing in glory and judgment will be 
personal. " And then shall appear the sign of the Son of 
man in heaven : and then shall all the tribes of the earth 
mourn, and they shall see the son of man coking in the 
clouds of heaven, with power and great glory." Now my 
friend has admitted that there has been no personal coming 
of Christ since he ascended to heaven. But in this passage 
we are told, that " all the tribes of the earth shall mourn, 
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and they shall see the son of man coming in the clouds of 

heaven." Now I ask the gentleman if he believes these 

words of the Savior? Did he tell the truth when he said, 

"all the tribes of the earth shall mourn, and they shall see 

the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven 1 " If he 

says, he believes this passage of scripture his position is. 

yielded up, at once ; for there has been no coming of Christ 

up to this time, at which " all the tribes of the earth mourn* 

ed" nor has there been any coming of Christ, at which all 

the tribes of the earth saw the Son of man coming in the 

clouds of heaven, nor can all the tribes of the earth ever 

see the son of man coming in the clouds of heaven at any 

other coming but a personal one. To this I shall hold the 

gentleman throughout this day. 

" Behold he cometh with clouds and every eye shall see 
him, and they also which pierced him, and all kindreds of 
the earth shall wail because of him." As in the passage just 
noticed so in this, he is represented as coming in the clouds 
Of heaven ; and while it is said in the former passage, " *!1 
the tribes of the earth shall mourn," in this it is said " all 
the kindred of the earth shall wail." And in this passage it 
is said, " every eye shall see him" Can every eye see him 
at any but a personal coming ? Surely not. 

"And then shall they see the Son of man coming in a cloud 
with power and great glory." Luke 21 : 27. 1 showed in 
my first speech, that in the preceding verses of this chapter, 
the Savior places the captivity of the Jewish nation, the 
treading down of Jerusalem by the gentiles and the fulfilment 
of the times of the gentiles, between the destruction of Je- 
rusalem and the coming of Christ ; and that neither of these 
was yet terminated, and consequently that the coming here 
spoken of must be yet future. But now I am helped to an- 
other argument by my friend's statement, which is true, that 
the comingof Christ at the resurrection of the dead will be 
personal. This passage most unquestionably refers to the 
same personal coming, for he says, " then shall they see 

THE SON OF MAN COMING IN A CLOUD," which COUid not be 

the case at any but a personal coming. 

My friend has now admitted that this coming is the same 
as that of the 24th of Matt., and that it was after the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem. Well, if it was only one weet; aftet^H 
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was not the destruction of Jerusalem ; therefore the gentle- 
man has cut himself off from the old stamping ground. Now 
he is in a beautiful predicament truly! The coming of 
Christ after the destruction of Jerusalem ! Well, when was 
it 1 and what was it ? 

" For if we believe that Jesus died and rose again, even 
so them also which sleep in Jesus will God bring with 
him. For this we say unto you by the word of the Lord, 
that we which are alive, and remain unto the coming of the 
Lord, shall not prevent them which are asleep, for the lord 
himself shall decend from heaven with a shout, with the 
voice of the archangel, and with the trump of God : and the 
dead in Christ shall rise first: then we which are alive and 
remain, shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, 
to meet the Lord in the air, and so shall we ever be with the 
Lord." 1 Thess. 4: 14, 17. This is a personal coming, 
for the " Lord himself" is the same as the Lord in person. 
Not only so, but he is to decend from heaven with a shout, 
which shows that it must be personal. In this passage, as 
in the 15th of 1 Cor., the coming of Christ and the resur- 
rection of the dead are connected, and the gentleman admits 
the coming at the resurrection to be personal. Now after 
writing to the Thessalonians as we have just read, which, 
as we have clearly seen, refers to a personal coming of 
Christ, and a resurrection of the dead, the apostle in a se- 
cond letter addresses them as follows : " And to you who 
are troubled, rest with us, (in the grave) when the Lord Je- 
sus shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, 
in flaming fire taking vengeance on them that know not God, 
and obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ : who shall 
be punished with everlasting destruction from the presence 
of the Lord and the glory oi his power ; when he comes 
to be glorified in his saints, and to be admired in them that 
believe." 2 Thess. 1 : 10. Now I ask if it is not as evi- 
dent as it can be, that the apostle spoke of the same coining 
in the second letter that he did in the first? Well, the gen- 
tleman admits that the coming at the resurrection is person- 
al, and we saw as clear as anything can be, that the coming 
,spoken of in the first letter was to be at the resurrection of 
the dead, and that he told them in the second letter most 
pointedly, that " that day should not come unless the apos- 
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tacycome first,'' and that he gave not the slightest indication 
that he alluded to any other coming than he had mentioned 
in the first letter. Not only so, but the coming spoken of in the 
second .letter, was to be when he should come to be glorified, 
in his saints. Certainly he is not glorified with his saints in 
this world ! His promise is, " if we suffer with him we shall 
be glorified together." It was then the coming in glory — in 
person, at the resurrection, and in flaming fire, he speaks of 
in both letters. From this my friend cannot escape. If I 
were in his place, I would not try ; but give it up, and take 
a position that could be defended. 

I cordially join him- in the hope that nothing unkind shall 
occur [Time expired.] 



MR. MANFORD'S SECOND REPLY. 



Gentlemen and Ladies : 

Mr. Franklin began his last with the remark, that there is 
no difference between the fear of the Lord and the fear 
of hell — an endless hell. I admit that he is correct if 
his views of God and hell are true. The hell of partialism 
is thus described : — 

" Wide was the place, 

And deep as wide, and ruinous as deep. 

Beneath, I saw a lake of burning fire, 

With tempest tost perpetually, and still, 

The waves of fiery darkness 'gainst the rocks 

Of dark damnation broke, and music made 

Of melancholy sort, and over head 

And all around, wind wared with wind, storm howled 

To storm, and lightening, forked lightening, crossed, 

And thunder, muttering sound 

Of sullen wrath." 
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Another thus describes the supposed future home of 
nearly all mankind : — 

" A furnace, formidable) deep, and wide, 
O'er boiling with a blue sulphurious tide ; 
Where clouds of murky smoke and lurid flame, 
Burst out in volumes o'er the dark domain. 1 * 

This is the hell of partialism ; it was built according 
to that system by the Almighty for the sole purpose of im- 
prisoning and tormenting nearly all his offspring, world 
without .end. In the words of Dr. Watts, 

" The breath of God— His angry breath 

Supplies and fans the fire, 
There sinners taste the second death, 

And would but can't expire." 

The god of partialism is the first, the last, the nil, in this 
infernal business of tormenting and burning. He built this 
hell, "supplies and fans the fire with his angry breath," 
and although the helpless victims of his wrath and ven- 
geance would gladly be annihilated, he will not let them 
"expire," as he intends to glut his vengeance on them 
eternally. I admit there is no difference between the fear of 
a god of this character *nd the fear of an endless hell. 
But the God of the Bible, of heaven, and of earth, is as un- 
like this monster of cruelty, as two opposite characters can 
possibly be. 

Mr. F. thinks I shall repent for many years to come, for 
saying I believe " in different degrees of glory hereafter." 
I do not expect ever to repent of uttering that truthful 
and reasonable sentiment. He misrepresents our denomina- 
tion when he says we do not believe in different degrees 
of glory in the spirit-world. All the dead will be raised, 
immortal, glorious, heavenly — like the angels** and enjoy all 
they are capable of enjoying. Are there not different 
" degrees of glory V among the angels of heaven 2 All 
admit there are. We are to be like the angels. I admit 
that if this body of corruption and all the evil associations of 
this world go with the spirit into the eternal world we^might 
sink deeper and deeper in corruption, till we should be depri- 
ved, of all happiness. The " parable of the talent," to which 
he refers, does not relate to the future state, as is admitted by 
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most of Commentators. Bishop Pearce says, " The moral 
of this parable is, that Jesus would reward or punish chris- 
tians according to their behavior under the means of grace 
afforded them : and that Jfrom every one would be required 
in proportion to what had been given to him. And this 
distinction, made between them, was to be made at the time 
when the Jewish stute was to be destroyed." He com- 
plains because I did not prove from history, that Paul and 
Peter and Christ uttered truth, when they spoke of judgment, 
of the elements melting, and of the coming of Christ ! I 
did not suppose that was necessary ; I supposed their words 
were all sufficient, and I am still of that opinion. As Christ 
taught he would come in judgment during the life-time of 
some who were living when he was on the earth, I believe 
that event took place when he said it would, and exactly 
as Christ intended. And when Paul and Peter speak of the 
very same coming, and of many remarkable events connec- 
ted therewith, I believe the coming and all the events, have 
taken place precisely as they intended. No higher authority 
is needed. My friend seems to question the veracity of 
Christ and the Apostles. Although they solemnly affirmed 
that the coming in judgment would soon occur, he wants me 
to prove from history, that that event did take place ! ! 

Mr. Franklin has not seen proper to inform us why 
he supposes God will judge men twice in the future world — 
when they die and after the resurrection. All of us would 
like some light on that subject. He dare not deny that 
he believes in two judgments after death. He tells us that the 
object of the last judgment will be to " pass sentence on all." 
But is not every one judged and sentenced as soon as they die, 
and consigned to hell or heaven ? Why then re-judge 
them? We want Mr. F. to be clear on this subject. He 
informs you that I cannot tell why I believe God judges 
men. I will try to tell you in the language of the Bible. 
" When thy judgments are in the earth the people learn 
righteousness." He judges men to learn them righteousness. 
" Zion shall be redeemed by judgment." — Isa 1 : 27. " Be- 
hold, happy is the man whom God correcteth ; therefor*, 
despise not the chastening of the Almighty, for he maketh 
tore and. bindeth up, he woundeth f and his hands make 
»holer~J Q b 5: 17, 18. We learn from th»w pa«Wg*V 
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that the great design of judgment is to humble the sinner ; 
turn him from his evil ways, and make an end of transgres- 
sion. The apostle Paul expresses the whole in a single 
phrase — " that we may be partakers of his holiness" — 
Heb. 12: 8-11. . ' 

Mr. Franklin yet contends, that the scoffers spoken of by 
Peter, were to appear on the earth at the end of the Chris- 
tian dispensation, and he intimates that I am one of the 
" scoffers." He must be a Millerite, and had better have 
his assension robe ready. If he will read the third chapter 
of Peter, he wiU find that the scoffers were living when that 
epistle was written. " For this, they (the scoffers) willingly 
are ignorant of" — verse 5— not shall be thousands of years 
hence. Now this one expression refutes all my friend's Mil- 
lerism. The scoffers were living in the days of Peter, and so I 
am not intended, or any one now living or shall live hereafter. 
It was a prediction of the holy prophets according to Peter, 
that there should come in the last days, scoffers, and as the 
scoffers had come, consequently, the last days were in 
Peter's life-time. In my last speech I produced this very 
prophecy that Peter refers to, and we saw that Peter reiter- 
ated it on the day of Pentecost, and said it was then being 
fulfilled ; so according to the Apostle's sermon and epistle, 
the " last days " were in the apostolic age. Well, Christ 
was to come in judgment in the last days, and hence we have 
again demonstrated that that coming has taken place. He 
repeats the assertion, that the last days spoken of by Peter, 
were at the close of the Christian dispensation. If he is cor- 
rect, the Christian dispensation is ended, yea, came to its end 
before it commenced! You recollect, I proved in my last speech 
that the old dispensation in Peter's day, was "ready to vanish 
away," and hence it was in existence; but he. has made 
no reply to my proof. And you likewise recollect that 
I also showed that this was the opinion of learned Comment- 
ators of his school. Although he has made a great blunder, 
he is determined to hang to it to the last. Those passages 
which speak of Christ being the " end of the law," " hath 
abolished it," &c, do not at all militate against our views. 
It had lost its divine sanction, was no longer obligatory; but 
then the temple was standing, -victims were offered on the 
altar, the high priest and his subordinates were performing all 
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that Moses had commanded them, and the " holy people " 
Mill retained their political existence. The law was abol- 
ished when Christ was nailed to the cross, but the Jewish 
dispensation did not close till that nation was destroyed. If 
my friend calls this in -question again, I will overwhelm him 
with proof. His nonsense about the hell of conscience 
is worthy of no notice, and I shall not give it any. 

I now come to Thess. again, and all he has said on that pas- 
sage, will engage our attention but a moment. With refer- 
ence to the duration of human life, the judgment spoken of 
. in that epistle, was not at hand, as it was sixteen years, 
at least, distant. We do not call an event at hand, that will 
not occur till that length of time. The Apostle knew 
that years would come and go, before the coming in judgment 
would take place, and hence he told his brethren not to 
be " shaken in mind or troubled " then. I have proved that 
the " man of sin " was in the world when Paul wrote 
that epistle, but Mr. F. has paid no attention to my proof. 
As the map of sin was to be destroyed when Christ would 
come, he enquires if Christ has come, how does it happen 
that he is not destroyed ? How does Mr. F. know that the 
man of sin, that Paul speaks of, is .not destroyed ? I admit 
there is many a man of sin on earth now, but is either 
of them the one St. Paul refers to 1 But all great Protestants 
declare that the man of sin is the Roman church — so Mr. F. 
says. I will inform him that he is very much mistaken. Dr. 
Clarke has the following remarks about who was the man of 
sin. " Some think that the defection of the Jewish nation, 
from their allegiance to the Roman Emperor, is all that 
is understood by the apostacy, or falling off; and that all the 
other terms refer to the destruction op Jerusalem. Dr. 
Hammond refers it to the apostacy, to the defection of the 
primitive christians, to the Gnostic heresy ; and supposes 
that, by the man of sin and son of perdition Simon Magus, 
is meant — Grotius, applies it to Caius Cesar — Schoetgen, 
contends, strongly, that the whole refers to the case of the 
Jews, and to the utter and final destruction of the Rabbinic 
and Pharisaic system. Ur. Whitly, is nearly of the same 
sentiment — Calmet, wonders at the want of candor in the 
Protestant writers, who have gleaned up every abusive 
tale against the Bishops and church of Hoaie ; and asks 
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them, *« Would ihey be willing that the Catholics should 
credit all the aspersions casi on Protestantism, by its ene- 
mies V* It then appears that •* all great Protestant writers," 
do not understand this man of sin to be the Roman church. 
What ever it was, it was destroyed at the coming in judg- 
ment. If the Roman church is the man of sin that Paul 
speaks of, 1 can prove that the *' Reformed " church to which 
my friend belongs, is a child of this man of sin, and children 
generally resemble their parents. 

He quotes several passages more, that speak of the 
coming of Christ, which I will now notice- I wish you 
to boar in mind, that 1 admit a future coming of Christ 
to raise the dead, but deny that he will then come in judg- 
ment ; and any passage that he may quote, that speaks of the 
future coming of Christ, will render his cause no aid,. 
unless jwdgwunt is connected with it- Please remember this. 
M The glorious appearing of the great God, and our Savior 
Jesus Christ," spoken of in Titus, 2:11, seems to refer to the 
resurrection ; and Paul, in Col. 3: 4, may refer to the same 
event. Neither of these texts say a word about judgment, 
and therefore, are of no service to him. Of course his com- 
ing to raise the dead, will be a " glorious appearing," and his 
coming in judgment, was "glorious" in some respects ; for 
he came to save as well as destroy ; to reward as well 
as punish. 

I am surprised that my friend supposes Matthew 24: 
90, refers to the resurrection of the dead. That whole 
chapter is parallel with Luke 21, and I proved positively, 
that the latter chapter was all fulfilled at the overthrow 
of the Jewish nation, and he has not ventured a word 
in reply to my remarks. If he can overthrow my position, 
why does he not do it 7 Why jump to a parallel passage f 
and pay no attention to my explanation and arguments 1 Is 
this the course one pursues who is seeking for truth ? But 
why did he not read the 34th verse, which is as follows : 
" Verily I say unto you, this generation shall not pass 

TILL ALL THESE THINGS BE FULFILLED." This forever settles 

the controversy. The coming of Christ, was to take place 

during the generation our Lord was on the earth. My 

r ri#na says, did the Jews see him come 1 I answer, yes, in. 

'• MastiMfftted, Dr. Clarke, thus comments on the' 
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30th verse, quoted by my friend :—" Then shall appear the 
"£* °f the Son of Man. The plain meaning of this is, that 
the destruction of Jerusalem, will be such a remarkable 
instance of divine vengeance, such a signal manifestation of 
Christ* s power and glory ', that all the Jewish tribes shall 
mourn, and many will, in consequence of this manifestation 
of God, be led to acknowledge Christ and his religion." 
Dr. Clarke must be right, for Christ said that the coming 
should take place within a few years. I shall silently pass 
all his little talk about my not believing certain declarations or 
our Savior. It is beneath contempt. The verse from 
Rev. 2: 7, speaks of the same coming that Jesus speaks 
of in the passage we have just neticed. Dr. Clarke refers 
it to the destruction of the Jewish nation. Hear him : " Be- 
hold he cometh with clouds, and every eye shall see him. 
This relates to his coming to execute judgment on the 
eaemies of his religion ; perhaps, to his coming to destroy 
Jerusalem, as he was to be particularly manifested to 
them that pierced him ; which must mean the incredulous 
and rebellious Jews. And all the kindreds of the earth shall 
wail, because of him. By this, the Jewish people are most 
evidently intended, and therefore, the whole verse may be 
understood as predicting the destruction of the Jews." 
He next cites, for the second time, Luke 21: 27, without 
making an effort to prove my exposition of it to be false ! I 
should be ashamed to pursue such a course "myself; but 
I suppose it is the very best he can do. I have not said that 
the coming of Christ was after the destruction of Jerusalem. 
Why will he continue to misrepresent me ? He cites 1 
Thess. 4, to prove a future coming of Christ, and I admit 
that the coming at the resurrection is intended ; but it should 
be borne in mind that Paul, in that chapter, says not one word 
about judgment. He again cites 2 Thess. t : which I have 
twice shown has no reference to the resurrection. He tells 
us that the eoming spoken of there, and in the first epistle, are 
identical , without one word of proof that he is correct ! When 
he proves the identity of those comings, he will have 
accomplished something for his cause ; but that he can 
never do. He says he understands me ; but from the man- 
ner he blends passages that speak of Christ's coming in 
judgment, with those that speak of his coming at the resur- 
% 
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j. "That iiu/u keep this commandment without spot, unre- 
^ukAb'e, «*/</ ^ appearing." 4. 4i Be patient, therefore, 
brethren, «»^ ^ coming of the Lord. Behold the husband* 
man waiwih for the precious fruits of the earth, and hath 
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long patience for it, until he receives the early and latter 
rains. Be ye, also patient, establish your hearts, for the 
coming of the Lord DRAWETH NIGH." James v. 7, 8. 
To say in the face of such a text as this, that the early 
Christians were not taught to expect a coming of the Lord, 
in their day and time, amounts almost to sheer infidelity ! 
Mark the language. Be patient, establish your hearts, 
for the coming of the Lord DRAWETH NIGH. 5. " And 
to wait for His Son from heaven, whom He hath raised from 
the dead." — 1 Thess. 1: 10. "And the very God of peace, 
sanctify you wholly, and I pray God, your whole spirit, soul, 
and body j be preserved blameless, unto to the coming* of our 
Lord Jesus Christ." — v. 23. These passages prove that the 
Tbessalonians also looked for the Lord Jesus, ' in their 
day and time. 7. " Not forsaking the assembling of your- 
selves together, as the manner of some is; but exhorting 
one another; and so much the more, as ye see the day 
approaching." — Heb. 10: 25. 8. " For yet a little while, 
and he that shall come will come, and will not tarry." — 
Ver. 37. What sense would there have been in all this, 
if Paul knew that the Lord would not come before twenty 
centufies after the time he was writing? 9. " Blessed is he 
that readeth, and they that hear the words of this prophecy, 
mod keep those things which are written therein, for the time 
is at handy — Rev. 1:3. •* Behold I come quickly." — Rev. 
ft : 7, " He which testifieth these things saith, surely 
I come quickly. Amen. Even so, come, Lord Jesus." My 
friend contends that the coming spoken of in the passages 
just quoted, is the coming in judgment. Have I not, then, 
proved as conclusively as language can prove anything, that 
this coming is past ; and if so, the judgment connected with 
it, is also past. 

I shall now prove by the holy scriptures, that the gospel 
kingdom was to be established with justice and judgment ; 
for while my friend is trying to show that judgment will 
be in eternity, and at the close of the gospel kingdom, 
I shall endeavor to show that it was to be on earth, and 
at the commencement of the gospel kingdom. " For unto 
us a child is born, unto us a son is given ; and the govern- 
ment shall be upon his shoulders. ****** Of 
the increase of his government and peace, there shall be no 
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end, upon the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, to 
order it, and to establish with it judgment, and with justice 
from hence forth even forever." — Isa 9: 6, 7. "He shall 
bring forth judgment to the Gentiles." — Isa 2£; 2. " He 
shall not fail nor be discouraged, till he have set judgment 
in the earth, and the isles shall wait for his law." Isa. 
42 : 4. " When thy judgments are in the earth, the rn- 
habitans of the world #ill learn righteousness." Isa. 27: 9. 
" But let him that glorieth, glory in this, that he understand- 
eth and knoweth me, that 1 am the Lord which exercise lov- 
ing kindness, judgment, and righteousness in the earth." 
Jer. 9 : 24. •* Behold the days come, saith the L*rd, that I 
will raise unto David a righteous branch, and a kftig shall 
reign and prosper, and execute judgment and justice in 
the earth." Jer. 23: 5. My friend, and others of the 
limitarian school, are fond of saying that justice is not done 
in the earth, and therefore must be done in eternity. But 
what saith the scripture 1 "I vtlW judge thee in the tlace 
where thou teas created, in the land of thy nativity." Eae. 
21 : 30. " Behold the righteous shall be recompensed m 
the earth; much more the wicked and the sinner." Pro. 
11 : 31. **For the time is come (not will come) that judg- 
ment must begin at the house of God." 1 Pet. 4 : 1-7. 
*• And 1 saw another angel fly in the midst of heaven, hav- 
ing the everlasting gospel to preach unto them that dwell 
on the earth, and to every nation, and kindred, and tongue, 
and people, saying with a loud voice, fear God, and give 
glory to him ; for the hour of his judgment IS COMB." 
Rev. 14:6,7. I wish my friend to notice the fact in his next 
speech, that whenever the scriptures speak of judgment they 
say nothing of resurrection ; and that the reverse is also 

true. 

Mr. Franklin thinks that the apostle could. not speak of 
one coming in one epistle, and of another coming in an- 
other epistle ! hence he infers that the coming spoken of 
in the second letter to the Thessalonians i& the same as 
that mentioned in the first letter ! This is somthing new 
under the sun and cannot be answered of course ! ! But re- 
ally I do hope for his own sake at least, that he will try and 
do better than this. [Time expired.] 
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MR. FRANKLINS THIRD SPEECH. 



My last speech, as you must be well aware, remains with- 
out any thing that deserves the name of a reply. So far as 
my opponent has at all alluded to my arguments, he has gen- 
erally, if not in every instance, endeavored to call off the 
minds of our hearers to new issues, as it appears to me, to 
obscure those made in my speech. In order to do this he 
lias made some statements that I think will look bad in a 
printed book. One of these statements he made in the first 
sentence he uttered in his last speech, viz : that I said " there 
was no difference' betweeen the fear of the Lord and the 
fear of hell/' This statement he made out and out, unless 
he understands the words of Jesus, quoted by me, " fear 
him who can destroy both soul and body in hell," to mean 
that there is no difference between the fear of the Lord and 
the fear of hell. But he felt unable to describe the horrors 
of hell in his own language, and consequently has selected 
some of the most horrific descriptions he could find from the 
language of others* • This he gives you as a description of 
his view of hell, of course, for I have attempted no descrip- 
tion of my view of its horrors. Yet, you know, he will have 
it, that hell is in this world ! Well, if it is in this world, and 
as awfttl as he describes it to be, it is the strangest thing in 
the world that he cannot tell us what it is ! Now, it is aston- 
ishing to me, that sinners in this world, can suffer the scorch- 
iftgs of such an awful hell as he describes, and not even know 
it; but it is so, because it is so ! He need not tell you that 
he is describing an orthodox hell, or the hell that I believe 
in — the hell of the Bible is what we are concerned with, and 
if he does not mean this, he is merely singing this old song 
over for effect. But he become so vexed that he could not 
restrain his temper, and burst forth in the following vent of 
his feelings : " The god of partiaiism is the first, the last, 
the all in this infernal business of tormenting and burning." 
This shows what he thinks of that God, who says, " they 
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shall have their part in the lake which burns with fire and 
brimstone," and of that Savior, who speaks of a " lake of 
fire prepared for the devil and his angels." The doings of 
that God, and his Son, our Lord, he takes upon himself to 

Call "INFERNAL BUSINESS OF TORMENTING AND BURNING." 

Remember that " tormenting " and " burning" are both the 
very language of the book of God, applied to the punish- 
ment of the wicked. Yet this " tormenting " and " burning " 
of which God himself speaks, he calls " infernal business," 
in the presence of this respectable audience ! ! ! 

Again he says, that I allow he will repent of saying M there 
are different degrees in glory." That is not what Feaid at 
aU. But I said, and I now repeat it, that he will repent far 
saying, " I do believe that abusing or improving our time in 
this world will affect in some degree our future situation." 
It is true I quoted the full sentence before, but my remarks 
showed that what I have now quoted was what I said he 
would repent of. He is not therefore to turn the whole mat- 
ter off to the different degrees of glory. But in the state- 
ment just quoted, viz, that be " believes that abusing or im* 
proving our time in this world will effect in some de* 
gree our future situation," he has yielded up the bottom, 
corner stone, the grand pillar, and main distinguishing char- 
acteristic of his whole theory. The cry has been from Dan 
to Bersheba, that a finite being, in a finite state, could not do 
any thing that could in the least affect an infinite state; but 
all this is now given up, and Mr. M. " believes that abusing 
or improving our talents in this world will effect in some 
degree our future condition." In order to help him out, 
and to try to convince his brethren that he is^ right in this, I 
referred to the Savior's parable of the talents ; but he will 
not have the Savior with him, and insists that the parable of 
the talents has no reference to the eternal state.. Well, 1 
cannot get him to agree to any thing — not even with himself. 
At one time, the improvement -of our talents will affect our 
future situation, and at another time, it has no leference to 
it. But ^ou may rely upon it, my friends, that he was right 
in the first place, and that neglecting or improving our tal- 
ents will effect our future condition; for the Savior says, 
"the unprofitable servant shall be cast into outer darkness; 
there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth.'' Now, if all 
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who Mglect to improve their talents are cast into this outer 
darkness, and suffer this weeping and gnashing of teeth, in 
this life, it is not very severe on a great many of them, for 
they seem entirely unconscious of it! But this is not 
•trange to a man who can believe that sinners can be tor- 
mented forever and ever -in this life, and suffer the ven- 
geance of an eternal fire, without knowing that they have 
beep in hell at all ! §uch is the consummate nonsense Uni- 
versal ism makes of the word of God. 

The gentleman tells you that I complain because he did 
not prove from history thatjhe apostles and Christ told the 
truth. You all know better than this. We all know that 
they told the truth, but when* he says that the coming of 
Christ ta judge the world is past, he says what they never 
said ; and therefore I simply complain that he did not prove 
what* lie said himself. He tells you that the coming of 
Christ to judge the word — to render to every man according 
as his work shall be — to take vengeance on them that know 
not God, by flaming fire — to torment them forever and ever, 
with a sorer punishment .than death, without mercy, is all 
past. Well, I complain of him for not pointing us to the 
time when it passed. This he hesitates upon, and no won- 
der, for he sees the quick-sand upon which 1 am bound to 
strand him. A mighty judgment, that of which he speaks, 
when he cannot tell us what it is 1 He says, "as Christ 
taught lie would come in judgment in the life-time of some 
who were living when he was on earth, I believe that event 
took place exactly as he intended." He will have to read 
his Bible again, for Christ never taught any such thing. He 
cannot find that language in the whole Bible. 

No'one, as I know of, ever thought there will be two judg- 
ments after death. I have said nothing of but one judgment 
after death, and therefore all his parade about the two judg- 
ments after death, is like the printer's "two lines which look 
to solemn, just put in to fill up the column." But what a 
glorious disciplinary influence his judgment and punishment 
are to have in ,this world, wlien not one sinner under the 
whole heavens knows what or when they were, and he'as a 
minister of righteousness, is almost dstermined not to' tell 
what they were, or: when they were. But if he cannot tell 
us- where his judgment was, I can very soon show you where 
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he i*. He is in a most sad dilemma, from which he never 
can escape, which I will now show in a very few words. — 
He dare not say that the judgment Christ will visit on the 
wicked at his coming, is the hell of conscience, for if he 
does, he either admits that conscience is done away, and all 
past in the life-time of the apostles ; or else he admits that 
my affirmative is true, and that the coming of Christ is fu- 
ture. Come friend M., tell us how you are to get along with 
this beautiful theory of yours 1 ! L)id Christ come in fla- 
ming fire— in the fierceness and wrath of Almighty God, vis- 
iting the terrible judgment of the hell of conscience upon 
the disobedient in the life-time of some of the apostles ? — 
And is it so that conscience was done away, and that the fla- 
ming fire of its fierce lashings has gone out, and that there is 
to be nothing of it in the future t If Christ has come, and 
visited all the fierce judgments upon the world in the lire-time 
of the apostles, he ever intends to, then 1 may treat you as 
I please in this discussion hereafter, without any fears of 
being judged m this world or that which is to come. This, 
my friend, now contends for, and consequently there is no 
judgment for Us. What a blessed and restraining influence 
it will have on the wicked, to tell them that in the days of 
the apostles, God inflicted upon the wielded the lashings of a 
guilty conscience, but that this judgment is now done away, 
and that the coming of Christ to judge the world is net future 1 
But I must have pity on him, for he is heartily sick of the 
hell of conscience, and says, "this nonsense about the hell 
of conscience is worthy of no notice, and I shall not give it 
any." My Universal ian friends, did you observe that ? Af- 
ter all his preaching to you about the hell of conscience, he 
now is completely driven from that point, and calls it, " this 
nonsense about the hell of conscience." Well, he is right, 
it is nonsense, and not only nonsense, but downright foolish- 
ness, and I am glad to hear him cry out so lustily. 

My friend is beginning to commit himself to some extent. 
He says, " I have not said the coming of Christ was after 
the destruction of Jerusalem. Why will he continue to mis- 
represent me ? " Again he says, " I am surprised that he 
supposes that Matt. 24 : 36, refers to the resurrection of the 
dead. That whole chapter is parallel with Luke 21, and I 
roved positively that the latter chapter was &U fulfilled at 
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tfce overthrow of the Jewish nation." Now let me have 
your attention to the 24th of Matt., and see whether he 
has proved that the coming of Christ there spoken of, was 
ril fulfilled at the destruction of the Jewish nation. At the 
22d verse, he is speaking of th<e destruction of Jerusalem, 
and at the 23d says, " Then if any man shall say unto you 
Lo, here is- Christ, or there ; believe it not/' What time 
does he refer to, when he says " Then if any man shall say 
to you ? " Evidently " then " at the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem. Well, what " then ? " Why, " if any man shall say 
to you Lo, here is Christ, believe it not." Mr. M., " thou 
art the man." You say, there was Christ ; and Christ says, 
* believe it not." Shall we believe you ? or believe Christ? 
when he says, "believe it not" At the 29th verse, the Sa- 
vior proceeds : *' Immediately after the tribulation of those 
days." The tribulation of what days ? The destruction 
ef Jerusalem, surely. Well, what shall be " immediately 
after the tribulation of those days ? " The Savior answers : 
" Then shall appear the sign of the Son of Man in the 
heaven" Well, then the sign of the Son of man did not 
appear in the heaven till after the destruction of Jerusalem, 
and of coarse the coming of Christ itself was after the sign 
of his coming. Then Mr. M. did not prove positively that 
this chapter and the 21st of Luke "were all fulfilled at the 
destruction of Jerusalem," as he says he did, and the de- 
struction of Jerusalem is %o far from being called the com* 
•ing of Christ, that the sign of his coming is declared oy 
the Lord himself to be after that event, and of course the 
coming must be after the sign of the coming. If Mr. M. 
could have seen any man at the destruction of Jerusalem, cry- 
ing, *« Lo, here is Christ," in the place of " believing "it 
not," as Jesus commanded him, he would have joined and 
assisted in making the proclamation in the very deed, for at 
this distant period, he contends that Christ was there, and 
it was there " every eye " saw him ! Well, he takes upon 
himself to say, you must believe, what Jesus said you must 
not believe* I have. now proved, beyond the possibility of 
refutation, that at the time of the destruction of Jurusalem, 
Jesus was not there, and if any man should say he was, that 
we are not to believe it ; and that the sign of the coming of 
Christ did not appear in heaven till after the tribulattou 



42 TUOLOQXCAL PlftCITMQK. 

of those days, and consequently thai the coming mast be 
after that, so that great event must be sought in some other 



I am aware that I referred to several passages where the 
coming of Christ is spoken of and nothing eaid about judg- 
ment and I think Mr. M. knew what I referred to them for. 
In his former speech he had placed the coming of Christ 
"ui glory and judgment*" among the things that were, and 
1 quoted these passages that speak of his " coming in glory" 
to show that the coming in glory is future This point I 
gained so fully, that he admitted in his last speech, that the 
coming at the resurrection would be a coming in glory ; but 
be allows the first coming, or the coming at the destruction 
of Jerusalem, as he calls it, was a coming in glory. Well, 
he is a strange composition any way you can look at him. 
M one time he calls the work of ** tormenting and burning," 
«« infernal business," and then at another time, when he 
speaks of the torture, starvation aud human butchery that 
took place at the destruction of Jerusalem, he calls.it the ap- 
pearing of Christ in "glory and judgment ! ! " 

When I ask bim to acknowledge his faith in certain pas* 
sages, he tells you that he shall silently pass them. That 
is exactly what 1 told you at the beginning. I knew I should 
find some passages he would not confess his faith in, You 
see then already that it has come to pass, and he will not 
admit that he believes the passages referred to. 

I stated in the outset that my friend finding something 
called a coming of Christ, which was past, would not avail 
him any thing, unless he could show that it was the coming 
of Christ to judge the world. Yet in his last speech, he has 
referred to several passages that speak of some coming of 
Christ, but not one which speaks of coming to judge the 
world. Now I admitted that there are places where a 
coming of Christ is spoken of, that do not allude to the com- 
ing to. judge the world, And that there are judgments spoken 
of that are in this world ; therefore all his references to 
judgments and comings amount to nothing, unless he refers 
to those that speak of a coming to judge the world. He re- 
's to several passages that speak of judgments, but which 
hem speaks of judging the world? The world was not 
ed at tbe destruction of Jerusalem , nor at at any time 
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since that event, or else the word world does not include off, 
for millions upon millions of the world had not come into 
existence at that time* and in all probability have not yet. 
come into existence, and if the coming to judge the world 
is not future, those who have not yet come upon the stage of 
action will not be judged at all. Yet he tells you every 
man will be^ rewarded according to his works, in one breath, 
and in the next, that the day of rewards passed in the life- 
time of some the apostles. His whole world then, simply 
means the few who were destroyed at the destruction of Je- 
rusalem. You will see him attach a different meaning to 
the words whole world, when his affirmative comes up. 

But if you will observe, he is involved in another diffi- 
culty. He says that he has proved that the coming to judge 
the world was in the life-time of some of the apostles. It 
must be then, that the coming to judge the world took, place 
before the destruction of Jerusalem, for if I understand him, 
the apostles all died before that event took place, and that 
the whole volume of God was completed, ana the judgments 
spoken of in the book of Revelations, were all fulfilled at 
the destruction of Jerusalem. Now can he prove that the 
coming in judgment was in the life-time of seme of the 
apostles, and that they Jill died before the destruction of Jeru- 
salem, and yet that the coming was at the time of that sad 
catastrophe f And can the Savior's words be true, at the 
same time, which put the the sign of his coming immedi- 
ately after the tribulation of those days ? And are the Sa- 
vior's words to be believed when he says, "If any man shall 
say Lo» here is Christ, believe it not V" If they are, my 
friend's words are not to be relied pn r when he says, the 
-coming of Christ was there, and that every eye saw him 
there. 

I have now proved beyond all doubt, tltat my friend does 
not believe that sinners of our day will ever be judged or 
punished in any way for sin, not even by the lashings of con- 
science, for the coming of Christ to judge the world, was all 
fulfilled at the destruction of Jerusalem, and since thatume 
there has been no hell, judgment, or punishment of any 
kind for the ungodly, and never will be ; and therefore my 
friend and myself can talk and believe just what we please, 
without any danger of being brought to punisment, for these 
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wM not — there cannot, and there shall not be any future 
judgment. Yet he says the wicked shall not go unpunished. 
Sublime theory! Glorious consistency ! Who will prosti- 
tute his reputation for good judgment and sense, so as to 
swallow down such an egregious bundle of silly contradic- 
tions and nonsense. 

Mr. M. has now admitted that 1 Thess. 4 : 14, 18, refers 
to the coming at the resurrection of the dead, and conse- 
quently that it is personal ; but he takes it upon himself to 
deny that the coming spoken of in 2 Thess. 1 : 8,9, refers 
to the same event ! What reason does he give for suppo- 
sing that the apostle here speaks of two comings ? None 
at aA, hut his bare assertion. This is not sufficient to con- 
vince this respectable audience. But I can show the best 
reasons in the world for believing that both passages allude 
to the same coming. The apostle, in the first epistle, speaks 
of the personal coming at the resurrection of the dead, and 
then without giving the slightest intimation that he speaks 
of any other coming than the one he had before spoken of, 
speaks of his coming 4n the second letter, in- several of the 
same words used in the first letter. For instance, in the 
first he says, " the Lord himself shall decend from heaven 
with a shout." In his second he say 3, " the Lord Jesus, 
shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels. 9 ' In 
the first he says, ** then we which are alive and remain, shall 
be caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the 
Lord in the air, and so shall we ever be with the Lord/'— 
In the the second he says, " when he shall come to be glo- 
rified in his saints, and to be admired in all them that be' 
lieve." Did the Lord come to be glorified in them that be- 
lieve at the destruction of Jerusalem ? Surely not. But he 
will when the saints shall be caught up to meet the Lord in 
the air. As it is expressed in the 3d of Col., " then shall 
we also appear with him in glory." This perfectly accords 
with Matt. 25 : 31. " When the Son of man shall come in 
his glory, and all the holy angels with him, then shall he 
tit upon the throne of his glory." In these passages, we 
ha*e *he Lord coming from heaven, the angels with him, 
the trump of God, the resurrection of the dead, the Son of 
God upon the throne of his glory, and all the nations as* 
Mmblsd before him. Well, now we have.cotne tathe time 
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of the judgment. Is it past or future ? He admits that one 
of the passages speaks of the resurrection state. Well, then 
they all do, for they evidently all relate to the same time. — 
Was there to be a judgment after death ? or was all judg- 
ment to be before death ? "I charge thee, therefore, before 
God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick 
and dead at his appearing and kingdom." 2 Tim. 4: 1. 
Here then, is judgment, an appearing, and a kingdom, at 
which the dead are to be judged. Yes, it is asserted in so 
many words, that the dead shall be judged at the appearing 
of Christ. This scripture, my friend does not believe, for 
he contends that the dead shall not be judged. The apostle 
Peter says, Christ " was ordained of God to be the judge of 
the quick and dead." Acts 10: 42. Does my friend be- 
lieve this passage ? If he does I hope he will tell you so. 
The very moment he says he believes this passage, he ad- 
mits that the dead will be judged. This he does not believe. 
But again the word of the Lord says, " it is appointed unto 
men mice to die, but after this the judgment." Heb. 9 : 27. 
And the very next verse after this connects the judgment af- 
ter death with the coming of Christ. Then if the language 
of God can prove any thing, I have proved that the judg- 
ment at the coming of Christ is after death. Indeed the 
word of the Lord says, " after that the judgment." — 
Mr. M. do you believe this scripture ? I do not ask you if 
you believe my view of it, but is it true ? If it is, judgment 
will be " after death," for that is just what it says- . John 
says, " I saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it, 
from whose face the heaven and the earth fled away ; and 
there was found no place for thenn And I saw the dead, 
small and great, stand before God ; and the books were 
opened : and another book was opened, which is the book of 
life ; and the dead were judged out of those things which 
were written in the books, according to their works. And 
the sea gave up the dead which were in it ; and death and 
hell delivered up the dead which were in them ; and they 
were judged every man according to their works." Rev. 
20; 11-13. This passage is as explicit as language can be. 
It places the king upon bis throne, and specifies the dead 
three times over, and even mentions the repository of the 
dead, and the books out of which they should be judged. — 
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Does Mr. M. believe the king will sit upon the throne, and 
that the dead will stand before him ? Does he believe as 
stated in this passage, that the dead wUl be judged ? 

I will now spend a moment to place Mr. M. in his proper 
attitude before this community. He has enquired what good 
punishment after death can do? I answer, that it will main- 
tain the government of God throughout the universe, and 
especially to restrain evil spirits in this world. But can he 
tell us what good such a punishment as he talks of will do ? 
Will it restrain sinners to tell them Jerusalem is destroyed 1 
Will it restrain sinners to tell them the judgment is past ? — 
Will it restrain them to preach up a hell of conscience in 
one breath, and then call it u this nonsense about the hell of 
conscience '* in the next ? Will it restrain sinners to tell 
them in one sermon, that the day of judgment came in the 
life-time of the apostles, and in the next sermon, that every 
day is a day of judgment ? A mighty restraining doctrine to 
tell sinners, that every man shall be rewarded according to 
his works, and then when asked what that reward is, tell him 
the destruction of Jerusalem ! All that are in their graves 
came forth at the destruction of Jerusalem, they that had 
done good to the resurrection of life, and they that had 
done evil to the resurrection of damnation ; and h was 
there the dead, small and great stood before God, and were 
judged ; yes, and it was there the Lord Jesus was revealed 
from heaven in flaming fire, taking vengeance on them that 
'knew mot God and obeyed not the the gospel ; and it was there 
the hell of conscience passed away ! ! ! At this day there 
is no hell of conscience, or any other hell, and never will 
be, for there is no coming of Christ to judge the " quick and 
dead," in the future ! [Time expired.] 



> 
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MR. MANFORD'S THIRD REPLY. 



Ladies and Gentlemen : 

Many things said by Mr. Franklin in his last speech 
are of an irrelevant nature, and I shall therefore pass 
them by without comment or notice. 

The first thing which has any bearing on the question, is 
his denial of the fact that "Christ taught that he would come 
in judgment during the lifetime of some who were living 
when he was on earth." lie says I will have to read my 
Bible again, "for Christ never taught any such thing." 
Well, let us see ; 1 have asserted that he did, and I seldom 
make assertions, my fViends, without I know whereof I af- 
firm. Turn to Matt. 16: 27, 28 : "For the Son of man 
shall come in the glory of his Father, with his angels, and 
then he shall reward every man according to his works; 
verily I say unto you, there be some standing here who shall 
not taste of death, till they see the Son qf man coming in his 
kingdom." Here you see, he declares that he was to come 
in his kingdom to reward every man according to his works, 
before some whom he addressed should taste qf death. Was 
he not then to "come in judgment during the lifetime of some 
who were living when he was on earth?" I leave it to you 
to decide. 

The two Judgments after death:—! know Mr. Franklin 
had not said "anything about two judgments after death;" and 
no doubt he would be glad if I had said nothing about them — 
but does he not believe in "two judgments after death?" — 
That's the question ! He has a good deal to say about my 
inconsistencies — let us look at some of his. Does he not 
believe the soul goes either to heaven or hell immediately 
after death ? And does it not go to the one or the other 
place, in accordance with a judgment pronounced upon it, 
deciding that it is deserving of either the one or other, as the 
character of the individual may have been ? This is the 
common doctrine, and I will venture-to say that Mr. Frank- 
lin believes it, or at least acquiesces in it. If he does not, 
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let him tell what he thinks becomes of the soul, immdiately 
after death. This, then, is one judgment. But does he not 
believe in another judgment — a great and terrible judgment, 
when the thousands that have gone to heaven, and the mil- 
lions (if orthodoxy be true) that have gone to hell, will be 
brought back again, all congregated together and judged over 
again 1 This is what is to take place at that judgment which 
he is now trying to prove. I only give you this as one of 
the beauties of my friend's system ! You can pursue the 
subject at your leasure. 

My friend next comes to the 24th chapter of Matthew; and 
truly he labors hard to make it appear that Christ was not to 
como till after the destruction of Jerusalem ! He admits 
that he was to come "immediately" after that event; but he 
thinks it could not have been previous to it, nor at the time 
of it. His argument is based upon the adverb "then" He 
says, "At the 22d verse he is speaking of the destruction of 
Jerusalem." N The gentleman has fallen into a slight error 
here; — Christ is speaking, not of the destruction of the city, 
but of the "tribulation" that was immediately to precede it — 
of wars and rumors of wars — nation rising against nation — 
kingdom against kingdom — famines, pestilence, earthquakes, 
&c. — which were "the beginning of sorrows ;" and of "false 
prophets," and "false Christs," and finally of the approach of 
the Roman army, (or "the abomination of desolation spoken 
of by Daniel) and, in the 23d verse, says: " Then if any man 
shall say unto you, Lo here is Christ, or theie, believe it 
not." But I will admit, for the sake of the argument, that 
the word "then" applies to the destruction of Jerusalem — 
that Christ had reference to that very identical time, as Mr. 
Franklin contends; — and what will his argument amount to? 
Just nothing at all ! "Then (at the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem) if any man shall say unto you" — mark that, "if any 
man shall say unto you, Lo here is Christ, or there, believe 
it not." And why ? Because "there shall arise false 
Qhrists, and false prophets, and shall shew great signs and 
wonders" — "and shall deceive many" — "the very elect, 
if it were possible !" And further, because you are to take 
no man's word in this matter: Behold, 1 have told yon be- 
fore! "False Christs" did arise at that time, and deceived 
many-— as history testifies ; and Christ knowing that this 
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would be the case, cautioned his disciples against them— 
telling them to take no 'man's word; that if any man shall 
say unto you, Lo here; believe it not ; depend upon your 
own senses, and upon what I have told you — "For as light* 
ning cometh out of the east, and shineth even unto the west, 
so shall the coming of the Son of man be." You are to 
"look up" to the heavens for his "sigh," and "see him com- 
ing in the clouds, with power and great glory." You are 
not to look for him "in the desert," nor "in the secret 
chamber !"— nor are you to take any man's word for it, but 
rely upon yourselves, and upon what I have told you ! 

But let us read on a little further, my friends, since we 
have gotimo the merits of the case, we may as well go 
through with it. "Immediately after the tribulation of those 
days:" I understand the "tribulation of .those days" 'to 
refer to the tribulations" which immediately preceded the 
destruction of Jerusalem ;— but as Mr. Franklin is desirous 
that it should be referred to the time of the destruction, J am 
willing id accommodate him, as it is ft matter of but little 
consequence) so far as the main question is concerned. * It 
means, then, the destruction of Jerusalem. Well, "Immedi- 
ately after the destruction of the city, shall theuuh be dark- 
ened, and the moon shall not give her light, and the stars 
shall fall from heaven, &c, and THEN shall appear the sign 
of the Son of man irfheaven, and THEN shall the tribes of 
the earth (or land) mourn ; and then (when? Why then,) 
shall ye see the son of man coming in thectbuds of heaven, with 
power and great glory." How long, think you, my friends, 
is immediately^ You recollect Mr. FrankKn admitted in his 
last speech that "the SigA of the Son of marf, was to be 
seen immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem. I told 
you in my previous speech that I had net said "the coming 
of Christ was after the destruction of Jerusalem.-" The 
gentleman, true to his nature, caught at the bait, and so goes 
right to work in his last speech to prove that the •**fgn" of 
the Son of man. and his "coming," were "to take place im- 
mediately after trie destruction of Jerusalem ! He is a won- 
derful marr to catch at little things ! But what better does 
it make it for him, whether Christ was to come before, at, or 
immediately aftxrlthe destruction of Jerusalem ? He muse 
ncolltct that it was not only immediately after } but immtdi* 
4 
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ately after -that event. How long, again I would ask, is im- 
mediately? 

..But let us read on: "Now learn a parable (or lesson) of 
the fig-tree. When his branch is yet tender, and putieih 
forth the leaves, ye know that summer is nigh ; so likewise 

TB, when YE SHALL SEE THESE THINGS, KNOW THAT IT IS NIGH, 

even at the doors." Know that what is nigh? Why just 
what he had been talking about— the coming of the Son of 
man in the clouds of heaven, and the end of the world or 
age . And who did he mean by "ye?"— who were to "see 
all these things," and were to "know that it was nigh, even 
at the doors? The disciples-~\he identical persons to whom 
he was speaking. Were not "all these things," — the 
coming of the Son of man included — to take place during 
their lifetime? Were THEY not to SEE "all these things?" 
" Verily I say unto you, this genebation shall not-pass till 
ALL THESE THINGS be fulfilled." Now, recollect 
that his "coming" and every thing else of which he had 
been speaking previous to the 34th verse — included in the 
phrase "all these things"— was to take place, or "bo ful- 
filled," during that generation. This will not be denied. — 
Here then I rest the matter — at least until I hear from Mr. 
Franklin. Say what he will, he cannot avoid the fact that 
Christ was to come in the clouds of heaven, with power 
and great glory, during that generation, which, at farthest, 
could not have meant beyond the lifetime of some who Were 
living at that time. But by his admission that "the sign" of 
his coming was to be seen "immediately" after the destruc- 
tion of the city, he has yielded the whole matter. For it 
must be evident to all, that the very identical* persons who 
were to see the "sign" of his coming, were also to see his 
"coming." I will therefore pass to notice one or two passa- 
ges introduced by my friend in his last speech. 
; "I charge thee therefore, before God and the Lord Jesus 
Christ; who shall judge the quick and the dead, at his spear- 
ing, and his kingdom" — 2 Tim. 4: 1. 

Mr. Franklin supposes that the word "dead/' la this place* 
means those who are literally dead ! Well, suppose we ad- 
mit it for a moment, and see what kind of a judgment we 
shall have. If the word "dead" means those that are lit- 
erally dead r then of course the word "quick" has. an oppo- 
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she meaning, and refers to those that are literally alive. — 
According then to this exposition of the text, people who are 
literally dtad, and who. are literally alive, will stand before 
God and be judged I Imagine to yourselves, for a moment, 
ray friends* a vast multitude — some dead, and some aliv&-~ 
standing up to receive the sentence of the great Judge! 
Recollect, my friends, I am not ridiculing the Bible, nor am 
I ridiculing Mr. Franklin — it is only his interpretation of the 
passage. I am only showing the conclusions to which his 
view of the- text would lead. I am sure he will thank me 
for it, and will knmedately abandon an interpretation which 
present* such a ridiculous view of the subject. 

But that we may understand what is meant by the "quick 
and the dead," let us turn to Eph. 2: 1, and see what is said. 
"And you hath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses- 
aadin sins." Of course then, those who had been "quick- 
ened" cotfld be called "quick;" — and those who had 
not been "quickened" were still "dead" These are the 
kind of "quick and dead" persons that were to be judged by 
"the Lord Jesus Christ" when he should appear in his 
kingdom— the righteous and the wicked, or believers and un- 
believers. Let us now see when this judgment was to take 
place. Recollect, it was to be "at his appearing and his 
kingdom;"— or, as more properly rendered by Wakefield, 
Tyndale, and others — at his appearing in his kingdom. We 
have just seen when this "appearing," or "coming of the 
Son of man" was to take place ; but to render the matter 
more certain, and malce "assurance doubly sure," let us read 
Matt, 16: 28 — "Verily I say unto you, there be some stand- 
ing here which shall not taste of death, till they see the 
Son op man COMING IN HIS KINGDOM." Let this 
suffice for the present. 

Another passage introduced by Mr. Franklin is Rev. 20: 
11, 12 — "And I saw a great white throne, and him that sat 
oa it, from whose face the earth and heaven fled away ; and 
there was found no place for them: And I saw the dead, 
imali and great, stand before God; and the books were 
opened ; and another book was opened, which was the book 
of Life ; and the dead were judged out of those things which 
wem written in the books, according to their works." 

1 am pleased that my friend has introduced this passage. 
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shall have their part in the lake which burns with fire and 
brimstone," and of that Savior, who speaks of a " lake of 
fire prepared for the devil and his angels." The doings of 
that God, and his Son, our Lord, he takes upon himself to 

Call "INFERNAL BUSINESS OF TORMENTING AND BURNING." 

Remember that " tormenting " and " burning" are both the 
very language of the book of God, applied to the punish- 
ment of the wicked. Yet this " tormenting" and " burning" 
of which God himself speaks, he calls " infernal business," 
in the presence of this respectable audience ! ! ! 

Again he says, that I allow he will repent of sayings "there 
are different degrees in glory." That is not what 1 said at 
all. But I said, and I now repeat it, that he will repent fear- 
saying, " I do believe that abusing or improving our time in 
this world will affect in some degree our future situation." 
It is true I quoted the full sentence before, but my remarks 
showed that what I have now quoted was what I said he 
would repent of. He is not therefore to turn the whole mat- 
ter off to the different degrees of glory. But in the state- 
mem just quoted, viz, that he " believes tliat abusing or im- 
proving our time in this world will effect in some de- 
gree our future situation," he has yielded up the bouona, 
corner stone, the grand pillar, and main distinguishing char- 
acteristic of his whole theory. The cry has been from Dan 
to Bersheba, that a finite being, in a finite state, could not do 
any thing that could in the least affect an infinite state ; but 
all this is now given up, and Mr. M. " believes that abusing 
or improving our talents in this world will effect in some 
degree our future condition." In order to help him out, 
and to try to convince his brethren that he ir right in this, I 
referred to the Savior's parable of the talents ; but he will 
not have the Savior with him, and insists that the parable of 
the talents has no reference to the eternal state.. Well, I 
cannot get him to agree to any thing — not even with himself. 
At one time, the improvement of our talents will affect our 
future situation, and at another time, it has no leference to 
it. But ^ou may rely upon it, my friends, that he was righi 
in the first place, and that neglecting or improving our tal- 
ents will effect our future condition; for the Savior says, 
"the unprofitable servant shall be cast into outer darjcnesa; 
there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth. V Now, if all 
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who neglect to improve their talents are cast into this outer 
darkness, and suffer this weeping and gnashing of teeth, in 
this life, it is not very severe on a great many of them, for 
they seem entirely unconscious of it! But this is not 
strange to a man who can believe that sinners can be tor- 
mented forever and ever -in this life, and suffer the ven- 
geance of an eternal fire, without knowing that they have 
beep in hell at all ! §uch is the consummate nonsense Uni- 
versal ism makes of the word of God. 

The gentleman tells you that I complain because he did 
not prove from history thatjhe aposiles and Christ told the 
truth. You all know better than this. We .all know that 
they told the truth, but when> he says that the coming of 
Christ to judge the world is past, he says what they never 
said ; and therefore I simply complain that he did not prove 
what* lie said himself. He tells you that the coming of 
Christ to judge the word — to render to every man according 
as bis work shall be — to take vengeance on them that know 
not God, by flaming fire — to torment them forever and ever, 
with a sorer punishment than death, without mercy, is all 
past. Well, I complain of him for not pointing us to the 
time when it passed. This he hesitates upon, and no won- 
der, for he sees the quick-sand upon which 1 am bound to 
strand him. A mighty judgment, that of which he speaks, 
when he cannot tell us what it is! He says, "as Christ 
taught lie would come in judgment in the life-time of some 
who were living when he was on earth, I believe that event 
took place exactly as he intended." He will have to read 
his Bible again, for Christ never taught any such thing. He 
cannot find that language in the whole Bible. "" 

No'one, as I know of, ever thought there will be two judg- 
ments after death. I have said nothing of but one judgment 
after death, and therefore all his parade about the two judg- 
ments after death, is like the printer's "two lines which look 
so solemn, just put in to fill up the column." But what a 
glorious disciplinary influence his judgment and punishment 
are to have in ,this world, when not one sinner under the 
whole heavens knows what or when they were, and he'as a 
minister of righteousness, is almost dstermined not to tell 
what they were, or, when they were. But if he cannot tell 
us- where his judgment was, I can very soon show you where 
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shall- have their part in the lake which burns with fire and 
brimstone," and of that Savior, who speaks of a " lake of 
fire prepared for the devil and his angels." The doings of 
that God, and his Son, our Lord, he takes upon himself to 

call "INFERNAL BUSINESS OF TORMENTING AND BURNING." 

Remember that " tormenting " and " burning" are both the 
very language of the book of God, applied to the punish- 
ment of the wicked. Yet this " tormenting" and " burning" 
of which God himself speaks, he calls " infernal business," 
in the presence of this respectable audience! ! ! 

Again he says, that I allow he will repent of saying " there 
are different degrees in glory." That is not what lsaid at 
all. But I said, and I now repeat it, that he will repent As- 
saying, " I do believe that abusing or improving our time in 
this world will affect in some degree our future situation." 
It is true I quoted the full sentence before, but my remarks 
showed that what I have now quoted was what I said he 
would repent of. He is not therefore to turn the whole mat- 
ter off to the different degrees of glory. But in the state- 
mem just quoted, viz, that be "believes tliat, abusing or im- 
proving our time in this world will effect in some de- 
gree our future situation," he has yielded up the bottom, 
corner stone, the grand pillar, and main distinguishing char- 
acteristic of his whole theory. The cry has been from Dan 
to Bersheba, that a finite being, in a finite state, could not do 
any thing that could in the least affect an infinite state ; but 
all this is now given up, and Mr. M. " believes that abusing 
or improving our talents in this world will effect in some 
degree our future condition." In order to help him out, 
and to try to convince his brethren that he ir right in this, I 
referred to the Savior's parable of the talents ; but he will 
not have the Savior with him f and insists that the parable of 
the talents has no reference to the eternal state.. Well, I 
cannot get him to agree to any thing — not even with himself. 
At one time, the improvement of our talents will affect our 
future situation, and at another time, it has no leference to 
it. But ^ou may rely upon it, my friends, that he was righi 
in the first place, and that neglecting or improving our tal- 
ents will effect our future condition; for the Savior says, 
44 the unprofitable servant shall be cast into outer darjmess; 
there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth. V Now, if all 
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who neglect to improve their talents are catt into this outer 
darkness, and suffer this weeping and gnashing of teeth, in 
this life, it is not very severe on a great many of them, for 
they seem entirely unconscious ot it! But this is not 
strange to a man who can believe that sinners can be tor- 
mented forever and ever -in this life, and suffer the ven- 
geance of an eternal fire, without knowing that they have 
beep in hell at all I Such is the consummate nonsense Uni- 
versal ism makes of the word of God. 

The gentleman tells you that I complain because he did 
not prove from history that .the apostles and Christ told the 
truth. You all know better than this. We all know that 
they told the truth, but wherv he says that the coming of 
Christ to judge the world is past, he says what they never 
said ; and therefore I simply complain that he did not prove 
what he said himself. He tells you that the coming of 
Christ to judge the word — to render to every man according 
as bis work shall be — to take vengeance on them that know 
not God, by flaming fire — to torment them forever and ever, 
with a sorer punishment v than death, without mercy, is all 
past. Well, I complain of him for not pointing us to the 
time when it passed. This he hesitates upon, and no won- 
der, for he sees the quick-sand upon which 1 am bound to 
strand him. A mighty judgment, that of which he speaks, 
when he cannot tell us what it is! He says, "as Christ 
taught lie would come in judgment in the life-time of some 
who were living when he was on earth, I believe that event 
took place exactly as he intended." He will have to read 
his Bible again, for Christ never taught any such thing. He 
cannot find that language in the whole Bible. 

No'one, as I know of, ever thought there will be two judg- 
ments after death. I have said nothing of but one judgment 
after death, and therefore all his parade about the two judg- 
ments after death, is like the printer's "two lines which look 
so solemn, just put in to fill up the column." But what a 
glorious disciplinary influence his judgment and punishment 
are to have in .this world, when not one sinner under the 
whole heavens knows what or when they were, and he'as a 
minister of righteousness, is almost determined not to* tell 
what they were, or: when they were. But if he cannot tell 
us- where his judgment was, I can very soon show you where 
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Christ, to execute "judgment," took place some 1800 years 
ago, I will ask my friend Mr. Franklin to point out the evi- 
dence of any other "ooming" connected with "judgment" — 
either to "judge the world," or any part of it i Let him do 
this and I will be satisfied. 

But my friends, I wish you to -notice the unfairness of my 
opponent. He says the passages I have introduced*ay noth- 
ing about "judging the world." And pray what passage that 
he has introduced, connected with the coming of Christ, says 
any thing about '-'judging the world!" He has been trying 
to prove that Christ is yet to come to "judge, the world." 
Has he done it ? Let him find a passage that speaks of 
Christ coming to judge the world, and I promise you,, my 
friends, to show that it is a past event — At least, that the 
•♦coming" is past, and that the passage belongs to my side 
of the question ! lie that diggeth a pit oftentimes faileih 
into it himself! 

If Mr. Franklin could have shown that the future com- 
ing of Christ will be a "coming to judgment" — say nothing 
of "judging the world" — but «ven judgmentr— I would have 
yielded the point at once, wiihout asking him to prove that 
it means "judging the world." But as he has mad a this 
issue himself, he must not think hard of roe if I hold him 
to it hereafter. Let him tellos, if he pleases,' how many 
of At* proof-texts speuk of a coming to "judge the world. M 

As I have proved that Christ was to come during the £po*« 
folic age—- that ihe early christains looked for this^event— 
and that this coming was to be connected, with "judgment," 
it is very easy to see why my opponent raises this objeetioo. 
It was his last resort, f have not. proved anything about 
"judging the world I" He then assumed the position that 
the word "world" means every individual of Adam's race 
that ever did,- or ever. will live. Hence , he. says ''Christ 
could not have judged the world in the past, for very many 
of ihe world were not born at that time." Truly, he is a 
very ingenious maq ! Will he abide the definition of the 
word "world?" I suppose if he had been present when our 
Savior said to the disciples, "The world hateth-you," he 
would have replied, "Not so, my Lord, for many of the 
world have not been born yet!" And aga'm, when Jesus 
said, "Yet a little while, and the world seeth me no more," 
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he would have replied, "Nay, Lord ; you should not say so; 
your 'language implies that the world has seen yon; this is 
not correct, for many of the world have not been born yet!" 
But I repeat, will my frienp7 abide this definition of the 
word ? If he will, let him say so in his next speech, and I 
will then show him what will pe the consequences! 

But, my friends, have I not given you passages that speak 
of "judging the world?" What of Man. 1 : 6th? "For the 
Son of man shalL come in the glory of his Father, with bis 
angels, and then ho shatt reward every man according to 
his works" Does not this convey the idea of "judging?" 
And does not my friend carry this "coming' 9 into the future, 
to his great day of judgment ? Certainly he does. But I 
defy him to get it beyond the lifetime of some who heard 
him announce it I And so of nearly every passage that I 
have quoted. They are all connected, more or less, with 
judgment— and a judgment of the world, too. "Behold 1 
come quickly, and my ex ward is with me* to give to every 
man according as his work, shall be' — Rev. 22: 12. "Be- 
hold the judge standeth at the door." The difficulty under 
which Mr. Franklin hbors, is, that he^has got the erroneous 
idea into his head that the judgment of Christ was to take 
place, and be consummated, all at once / This is the. com* 
mon idea with the majority of christians ! But nothing 
could be more erroneous, or farther from the truth ! He 
should recollect that Christ was not to "judge the world," all 
at once ! This is a progressive work* It commenced in a 
very signal manner, at the destruction of the Jewish nation, 
when Christ came to establish his klngdom. It has been 
going on ever since, is still going on* and will continue to 
go on, until Christ closes his reign, and delivers up the king- 
dom to his Father* When it is said "He hath appointed a 
day in which he will fudge the world", by Jesus Christ, we 
should recollect that this is the gospel day y or dispensation, 
io which the world is to be judged — -.and not a day of 24 
hours, as some very foolishly imagine ! Christ is now judg- 
ing the world, and will continue to do so, until the final 
winding up of his administration. j.w» 

I do not say that the world was judged at the destruction 
of Jerusalem, nor at any other time ; this could not have 
been done, as my friend very rationally remarks, because 
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"the world had not been born yet ! M — but Christ tame to 
judge the world at that time, and he will succeed in doing 
it, before he quits judging ! Let Mr. Franklin give us a 
passage that speaks of the coming of Christ to judgment, or 
any thing about his judgment, and I pledge myself to show 
that this judgment closes just where he thinks it begins! 
This, my friends, is the difference between us ! 

He would like to make you believe that because 1 say 
some judgments are past, and that Christ's judgment com- 
menced long ago, that therefore I believe in no judgment in 
the future ! But this assertion will not amount 10 any thing, 
and therefore I will let it pass, by simply remarking that if 
Christ's mediatorial reign has closed, then I believe in no 
judgment that is future, but not otherwise ! 

It does seem to me that if ever an individual made a com* 
plete failure, and was in duty and honor bound to yield up a 
matter in dispute, it is Mr. Franklin at this time ! Truth 
and justice demand it of him. What has he done to estab- 
lish his proposition ? Nothing — absolutely nothing ! And 
to show further to what lengths he is driven for argument, 
let the following example suffice. He says that inasmuch 
as Paul speaks of the coming of Christ at the resurrection, 
in 1st These. — therefore we ought to believe that he meant 
the same thing in 2d Thess., where he speaks of his com- 
ing, or being "revealed" in connexion with judgment ! No 
doubt my friend would like to have it so ; but the events are 
too widty different in time wd character, for me to consent 
to any such interpretation — just to please him. The one 
belongs to the commencement of Christ's reign-*-the other 
to the close of it. There is no doubt but the apostle speaks 
of a "coming" in both of these places ; but the circumstan- 
ces are widely different. In one he speaks of the resurrec- 
tion, but says nothing about judgment; while in the other 
he speaks of judgment, but says nothing about the resurrec- 
tion; and as judgment and the resurrection are never men- 
tioned in connection with each other, this fact of itself ought 
ta be sufficient to convince any reasonable man that the apos- 
tle has reference to t^o very different events. 

I have now noticed all the gentleman's speech that I deem 
worthy of attention. I hope in his next that he will give us 
some of his "strong reasons ; " and that he will also pay 
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tome attention to M)att.- 24th— and especially to the. phrase, 
this generation, lam anxious to know what ho will do 
-with this matter. Will he also show us how he reconciles 
the 42d and 34th verses oF this chapter, with his idea of 
the "coming?" [Time expired.] 



\ 



MR. FRANKLIN'S FOURTH SPEECH. 



Mr. Chairman : 

.The gentleman allowed in his last speech that many things 
in my speech were irrelevant, and that he would not notice 
them. I am getting to understand him better than I did at 
first. When I present something that he knows he cannot 
reply to, be pronounces it not relevant, and passes on. if 
it itf to be regarded as a sufficient refutation of the argu- 
ments of an opponent, to say they are not relevant, I oan 
very conscientiously say, that the whole of his last speech 
is a total failure, which is certainly as good argument, as for 
him to say my arguments are not relevant. 
k I said that the language, that " Christ taught that he would 
come in judgment in the life-time of some who were living 
when he was on earth," is not in the Bible. In view of 
this my friend boasts, that he does not assert without know- 
ing whereof he affirms. But did he produce the language 1 
fie certainly did not. He simply referred you to Matt. IB : 
27, 28. How does he try to make out his case from that 
passage? He does it by quoting both verses in one sen- 
tence, when they relate to different times, and to two different 
things. The 27th verse speaks of his coming in judgment, 
and rewarding every man according as his work shall be, 
and makes a full stop. The 28th verse takes up another 
subject altogether, and. states that there were some present 
who should not taste of death till they saw the vkycv tf tcc&xv 
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enter upon his reign, or, as stated in Mark 3 : 1, * till they 
hare seen the kingdom of God come with power.* 9 ' There 
is not an intimation in the 28th verse that it alludes to the 
time when the things spoken of in the the 261th verse should 
be done. But it speaks of another matter altogether, and 
says there were some present who should not taste of death, 
till it should take place. 

Will the gentleman answer this question ? What part of 
the world does "every man," in the 27th verse include t— 
According to Universalism, it could not include those who had 
died before that time, for Universal ists do not believe the dead 
will ever be judged. It could not include those who should 
live after the death of those who stood present at the time the 
words in question were spoken, for the coming and reward* 
ing both appear to be at the same time. But! shall dismiss 
this, till another part of my speech; 

Mr. Manford allows that, although I did not say any thine 
about two judgments, that I nevertheless believe in two, and 
kindly points them out to me. I do not know of any place 
in the Bible that states that the righteous go immediately to 
heaven; or that the wicked go immediately to the final place 
of punishment. Lazarus was carried to Abraham's bosom, 
and the rich man found himself in hades, but we have no 
account of their being judged, yet. If there are more judg- 
ments than one spoken of in the Bible, after death, I do not 
knew it, and therefore, simply believe in one. It is no dif- 
ference to me what the general opinion is— I am only to an- 
swer for myseffc The gentleman still appears to think that 
the object of God's judgment is to decide who are the guilty, 
but Gfod knows this all the time, and consequently comd 
not judge men for that purpose at any time. 

I suppose my friend thought, I labored hard on the&4th of 
Mathew, simply because h was so hard for him to make his 
reply; for I thought it was very easy to refute all he had 
said on that passage. He told you that I admitted that the 
coming of Christ was to be immediately after the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem. This is a mistake. I simply quoted the 
words of the Savior to show that the sign of the coming of 
Christ was not to appear in heaven till after the destruction 
of Jerusalem. On my remarks on the 22d verse, he says, 
I " have fallen into a slight error, here— ^Christ is speaking 
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not ©f die destruction of the city, but of the " tribulation " 
that was to immediately precede it." After every Univer- 
talSet that has ever written or spoken on the days mentioned, 
in that verse ; has applied it to the destruction of Jerusalem, 
the gentleman now turns round, and says " Christ is speak- 
ing not of the destruction of the city," in that passage, but 
of the wars that were before that event. The " great tribu- 
latier>, such as was not since the beginning of the world to 
this time, no nojr never shall be," was not the destruction of 
Jerusalem ! This is a new kind of Universal ism. This 
dole* not surprise me any. I have long since known that to 
defend the doctrine of my friend, a man is compelled to 
run into numerous contradictions. This you will see fully 
made manifest before I get done with the gentleman's last 
speech/ 

My friend asks the question, why should we not believe 
those who said " Lo, here is Christ?" and answers, "be- 
cause there shall arise false Christs." Very good. There 
were false Christs there, but if any man should say, " Lo, 
here is Christ," (at the destruction o( Jerusalem) u believe 
it not." Now if Christ actually did come at the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, and was there, and any one said " Lo, 
here is Christ," why did he tell them, not to believe it? — 
Mr. Manford says Christ was there, just as the Lord inti- 
mated the false teachers would say, and Jesus says believe 
•not. 

I could not but feel amused with my friend, in the very 
midst of his arguments to prove that Christ come at the de- 
struction- of the devoted city, he paraphrases the Lord's lan- 
guage thus : " You are to look up to the heavens- for his sign, 
and see him coming in the clouds, with power and great 
glory." That is just what we have been telling our Univer- 
salis^ friends all the time ; hence the propriety of the ex- 
pression, " every eye shall see him." Did any one look up 
to the heavens for his sign, and see him. coming in the clouds 
at the destruction of Jerusalem ? No,, nor at any time since 
that event. 

la hie former speech he declared most positively that the 
whole of the 24th of Matt., and the 21st of Luke, was ful- 
filled as the destruction of Jerusalem, but now a conajdtrv 
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ble portion of the 24th of Matt. wa9 fulfilled before tbe de- 
struction of Jerusalem ! Thus the gentleman can change 
his position to suit the times. Relative to the destruction of 
Jerusalem, I have now shown that the Savior was not theft, 
and that the sign of his coming was not to be seen till lifter 
that event, and the gentleman has now admitted that our Sa* 
vior, in speaking of his eoming, taught that we should lookup 
and she him coming in the clouds. This coming in the 
clouds has not taken place. . / 

The gentleman approached the words, " this generation 
shall not pass away till all these things be fulfilled," but the 
word generation means race or family, and as the Jewish . 
race or family has not passed away, the passage affords him 
no assistance. It is true the word generation, or the Greek 
Irom which it comes, has other meanings; but family or 
race is the first meaning, and the gentleman is not to assume 
some other meaning, and set aside the first meaning* with- 
out giving any reason for it, and then found his argument 
upon this assumption ! In the place then of finding any 
thing to sustain him in the 24th of Matt., he has virtually 
given up his doctrine. 

Mr, Afanford, in his last speech said something about 
little things, but if his quible on the words " quick and 
dead/' is not to be put down as a little thing, and that too, 
one of the least of all little things, I am greatly mistaken. 
When the apostle says, "I charge thee therefore, before^ 
God and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quic^ 
and dead, at his appearing and kingdom," it does not mean 
the literally living and dead! And whyt Because, then 
the people who are literally dead and are Kterally alive 'will 
stand before God ! And what of all that ? All that, and 
what the apostle said with it, does not say that they will be 
literally dead when they stand before God. * But he felt 
so conscious that he was ridiculing » the very language ©f- 
the Holy Spirit of God, that he could not leave it without 
apology ; and I have no doubt you all thought as he did, 
that it really needed one. 

Let us see how the gentleman will like his own logic— 
Some &*n says to him, the passage, 1 Cor. 16: 62, can not 
met* tht literally dead ; for it says, ''the dead shall be raised 
incorfuf&klej' and a dead man cannot be incorruptible. . I . 
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think he would begin to inform him that they shall be made 
alive when they are raised. The same wiU explain the pas- 
sage before us. They were the literally living and dead 
when Paul spoke, but of course the dead will be made alive 
before the judgment. But what was most weak of all, was 
the reference to Eph. 2: 1, where the apostle speaks of being 
"dead in trespasses and sins," to prove that 2 Tim. 4: 1, 
meant the same. According to this logic, it appears that as 
the apostle once speaks of persons being dead in trespasses, 
he must- always mean dead in sins, where he speaks of per- 
sons being dead ! The gentleman admits that 1 Thess. 4: 
16, 17, speaks of the literally "dead" and "alive ;" Jet the 
language is susceptible of the same ridicule of 2 Tim., 4: 1. 
The same is true of the resurrection of the just and unjust, 
and almost every passage where the resurrection of the dead 
is spoken of* 

It is admitted by all good authority, that words should be 
understood literally, unless a good reason can be given for 
departing from the literal signification. In the passage before 
us, as well as the one in Acts 10, where the same expression 
occurs, there is not the least indication of any thing but a 
literal use of the words "quick and dead," and therefore be- 
yond all dispute they mean the literal living and dead, who, 
the apostle declares, shall be judged at the appearing of Christ. 
Did he here speak the truth ? If he did, a judgment after 
death is established beyond dispute. The passage from the 
9th of Heb., where the apostle says, "after death the judg- 
ment," in so many words, my friend deemed it most safe not 
to notice at all. lie could have done no better, for it is hard 
to prove that after death, means before death I 

Mr. Manford quoted, with great emphasis, the wdrds, "who 
shall judge the quick and dead at his appearing and king- 
dom," and then, in a few words afterwards, contradicted him- 
self by saying, "But this judgment, t affirm, was t»he prior 
or he/ore the coming of the Son of man \o receive his king* 
dom, and establish his reign upon the earth." Now how the 
judgment can be at his coming and kingdom, and before hi* 
coming and kingdom, I am unable to see. Will he explain 
this mystery ? 

I shall now call your attention to Mr. M.'s remarks on Rev* 
19th, «)U%and 21st chapters. He put the lake of*ire r th*: 
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judgment at the coming of Christ, and the descending of the 
holy city, New Jerusalem, from God out of heaven, all at the 
same time. Now keep this iii mind, and if we can tell when 
one is to be, we can tell when the others are to be, for all are 
to be at the same time. This time, Mr. M. s^ys, is at the 
beginning of the reign of God, or the setting up of the church. 
Now all Universalists refer the expression, "The Lotd God 
will wipe away tears from off all faces," Isa. 25: 8, to the re- 
surrection state. I presume the gentleman has done so -him- 
self fifty times. Well, this expression is quoted by John, 
.Rev. 21: 4, and applied to the time when the holy chy was 
to descend from God out of heaven. If, then, the time when 
the Lord God shall wipe all tears from their eyes, is future, 
the descending of the holy city is futtfre. But let us read 
the verse: "And God shall wipe away all tears from their 
eyes ; and there shall be no more death, neither sorrow, nor 
crying; neither shall there be any more pain : for the former 
things have passed away." Did all this take place at the es- 
tablishment of the church of Christ ? Were all tears wiped 
away then ? and has there been no more death since ? Was 
that an end to all sorrow? Has there been no crying since ? 
And hasthere been no pain for eighteen hundred years ? 

I had thought the apostles were in the kingdom of God on 
earth, or the church, when Paul said he prayed "flay and 
night with tears," but if Mr. M. is right, he was not, for all 
tears are wiped away in the church ! How then did it come- 
to pass that Stephen was stoned to death, if there was no 
more death ? Did not Paul suffer great pain from the stripes 
that were heaped upon him ? And although the divine book 
says of the Ephesians, "they sorrctwrd most of all" for the 
words which Paul spoke, that they should see his face no 
more, my friend, or some other genius of his party, is entitled 
to the honor of making the discovery, that at the establish- 
ment of the church, there was an end to all sorrow ! Univer* 
saltern, what a jewel thou art ! 

Commentators have generally explained the Old Testament 
by the New, but my friend, it appears, expkrns the New by 
the Old. He makes Daniel explain John, in the place of ma- 
king John explain Daniel. No one needs his plan of inter* 
pretation, unless it be some one who prefers bewildering and 
darkening course}, to the development of the obvious meaning 
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of the word of God. But as my friend will have it that this 
judgment, new heaven, <fcc, was nothing but the establishing 
of the church, I shall proceed to examine the passage more 
particularly, beginning, Rev. 20: 12, "And I saw the dead, 
small and great, stand before God: and the books were open- 
ed ; and another book was opened, which is the book of life, 
and the dead were judged out of those things which were 
written in the books, according to their works." All this, my 
friend allows, was at the establishment of the church ; but 
what evidence did he give that he is correct? None what- 
ever! We cannot take his bare assertion in so important a 
matter, especially where that assertion goes against the most 
clear and obvious meaning of a passage of Scripture ; and 
still more especially where his whole theory depends on the 
decision. Now there is not only no intimation that the apos- 
tle means any thing but the literally dead, but no other mean- 
ing will make the least particle of sense. 

We will suppose, however, that the apostle was speaking 
of those dead in trespasses and sins, or the spiritually dead, 
and see what kind of sense it will make. He continues, verse 
13, "And the sea gave up the dead which were in it; " that 
is, the spiritually dead which were in it ; "and death and hell 
delivered up the dead which were in them," that is the spirit- 
ually dead in death and hell; "and they were judged, every 
man, according to their works." And what follows ? "And 
death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. This is the 
second death." Here is the destruction of death. When 
was it to take place? This may be learned from 1. Cor. 15: 
26. "The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death."— 
This, all Universalists apply to the resurrection state. That 
is where I apply it, and John proceeds, immediately after tel- 
ling us of the destruction of death, Rev. 21: 4, to tell us that 
there, in the holy city, shall be no more death. The man 
who thinks to make this community believe all this took place 
in this world, is either a man of poor judgment, or must 
think the people exceedingly gullible ! 

Still speaking of the judgment, Mr. M. says, " One thing 
is certain ; it preceded the gospel dispensation. " But before 
he sat down, he said that I would like to make you think that 
he believes in no judgment in the future. If he does believe 

in any judgment in future, I should like to know how ho h&|> 

6 
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pencd to deny my affirmative proposition 1 I affirm that the 
coming of Christ to judge the world is future. This he de- 
nies, but still he is afraid you will think he believes in no fu- 
ture judgment! The judgment spoken of by Daniel, pre- 
ceded the establishment of the Church of Christ, and the 
establishment of the Church preceded the destruction of 
Jerusalem about thirty years, and Mr. M. says John and 
Daniel speak of the same thing. Thus you see that by ma- 
king these passages parallel, and putting one before the 
establishment of the Church, he puts both before it, and the 
establishment of the Church was more than thirty years be- 
fore the destruction of Jerusalem. Therefore he has deci- 
ded that Christ did not come at the destruction of Jerusalem, 
but had come long before that event. But the Church was 
established long before Paul wroie those epistles, in which 
he speaks of the coming of Christ as yet future, and my 
friend has contended, that the coming was at least sixteen 
years after the writing of those epistles ; but now the coming 
to judge was before the establishment of the Church ! How 
is all this ? 

He admitted in his first speech that my question from Acts 
3: 21, proved, that there will be no personal coming of Christ 
until the restitution of all things; and that Christ would 
come in person at the resurrection of the dead. In this we 
are agreed. We both admit that Christ will come in per- 
son at the resurrection of the dead. Every intimation I can 
find of judgment at the resurrection is directly to the point, 
for we both agree that the resurrection is future, and that 
Christ will come at the resurrection, and that personally. — 
If I can show that judgment to be at the resurrection, then 
I will show beyond dispute, that it will be at the coming of 
Christ. 

I have already tried to call his attention to John 5: 28, 29, 
but have failed to get him to give it any notice. I will try 
once more. In this passage it is asserted that "the hour is 
coming when all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, 
and shall come forth ; they that have done good, unto the 
resurrection of life ; and they that have done evil, unto the 
resurrection of damnation. " No»v, there is not a pas- 
sage in the Bible that speaks more clearly p{ the resurrec- 
tion of the dead than the one I have just quoted, It state* 
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distinctly that they were in the graves, that they would come 
forth, some to a resurrection of life, and some to a resurrec- 
tion of damnation. Here is the resurrection of the dead ; 
and consequently the coming of Christ ; and some arise to 
life, while others arise to damnation. Now, just as sure as 
this is a literal resurrection of the dead, just so sure is it that 
judgment will be at the coming of Christ to raise the dead ; 
and that it is aJiteral resurrection of the dead, or a resurrec- 
tion of the literally dead, is most obvious ; for there is no 
other resurrection from which .persons come forth, some 
to life and some to condemnation. It will make the most 
ridiculous nonsense to say, the houiMs coming in which all 
that are in the graves of sin shall come forth ; and to say that 
this coming forth is in this world or this state, for Uni ver- 
balists admit that all do not come forth from the graves of 
sin in this life, and that many die as great sinners as they 
ever were. And not only so, it would be the most abomina- 
ble nonsense to say, they that have done good while in a 
grave of sin, shall come forth to a resurrection of life, and 
those who have done evil while in their graves of sin shall 
come forth to condemnation. 

This -passage from the lips of Jesus, divides those who are 
accountable, or who have done good or evil, into two classes 
after announcing the coming forth of all, and assigns each 
class their portion, or rewards every man according to his 
works. Paul predicted the resurrection of the just and the 
unjust, and the passage before us assigns each his portion, in 
the most clear and unequivocal terms. This never was set 
aside by a Universalist, and never can be ; and while this 
passage stands in all its clearness and force against the doc- 
trine of my friend, all the arguments in creation from any 
other source can never establish it.. 

I have called Mr. Manford's attention to the "recompense 
at the resurrection of the just," Luke 14: 14, but, if my 
memory serves me, he has given it no attention ; yet the 
passage refers to the same time, and the same thing as the 
rewarding every man according to his works, Matt. 16: 27. 
Both passages refer to the coming of Christ, both refer to 
the -resurrection, both refer to the judgment, and both refer 
to the recompensing, pr rewarding every man according to 
bis works, 
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The apostle Peter says, "The Lord knows how to deliver 
the godly out of temptations, and to reserve the unjust unto 
the day of judgment to be punisfled." 2 Peter 2: 9. This 
expression was penned about thirty years after the beginning 
of the gospel, and in the place of telling the disciples thai 
the day of judgment had already began, as Mr. M. says it 
had, he told them that the unjust were reserved unto the 
day of judgment to be punished. Now, just so certain as 
the gospel day began before the uttering of this expression, 
just that certain it is, that Christ did not come to judge the 
world at the beginning of the gospel dispensation. And that 
the gospel day had began long before this time is evident* 
from the fact that Peter refers back to "the beginning," Acts 
11: 16. 

If Mr. Manford's notion is correct, that the judgment day 
did not begin till the destruction of Jerusalem, then there 
were about thirty-five years between Christ, the end of the 
tow, and the beginning of the gospel ; and during that time 
there was no church, and there was no judgment, so that 
all that lived during that period had no church, and escaped 
judgment. But the apostle told them that the Lord knew 
how to reserve the unjust unto the day of judgment to be 
punished; But he *has stated that the judgment was before 
the destruction- of Jerusalem, and that it began in a signal 
manner at the destruction of Jerusalem. Thus he is per* 
plexed in fixing the time. He has talked about those whom 
he represents as having two judgments after death. But he 
talks about many more than that, before death, yet he has 
failed to point to any thing, that may be called "the judg- 
ment." He admits that the destruction of Jerusalem is not 
"the judgment." And he has failed from the beginning to 
point to any thing, and call it "the judgment;" yet he 
knows that the Bible speaks of something, and calls it em- 
phatically "the judgment." This judgment, as before shown, 
will be "after death." 

But I proceed to the language of Paul. " And the times 
of this ignorance God winked at ; but now commandeth all 
men every where to repent: because he hath appointed a day 
in which he will judge the world in righteousness by that 
man whom he hath ordained ; whereof he hath given as- 
surance unto ail men, in that he hath raised him from the 
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dead." Acts 17: 30, 31 . la this passage the apostle alludes 
to the ignorance that obtained before the gospel, and says, 
that "in the times of this ignorance God winked at it, but 
now" since the gospel has come, "he commands all men 
every where to repent." Why this extensive command 1 
"Because he hath appointed a day in the which he will 
judge the world in righteousness by that man whom he 
hath ordained; whereof he hath given assurance unto all 
men, in that he hath raised him from the dead." The time 
when God commands all men to repent is now, in the gos- 
pel day, and the reason why all men should repent is " be- 
cause he hath appointed a day in which he will judge the 
world." The gospel day has* come, and is called now, in 
the above language, but the day of judgment had not come, 
for the apostle said, he " will judge the world in right- 
eousness, by that man whom he hath ordained." Has my 
friend pointed us to any place where the world has been 
judged by that man ? Surely he has not, and most certainly 
he will not. He talks about a judgment that will do good, 
and a punishment of a disciplinary character. The judg- 
ment of which he speaks is of a very restraining nature, 
truly. In following him up to try to find his judgment, I am 
reminded of the boy who was told that if he would go to 
the end of the rain-bow, he would find a bag of gold ; but 
when he would fix his eye on the spot where it appeared to 
be, and go to it, and look for the rain-bow he would see it 
just as far ahead as at first. That is precisely the way Mr. 
Manford's judgment turns out. He will refer to the des- 
truction of Jerusalem; but when I follow him to that point, 
he tells me that the "destruction of Jerusalem was not the * 
judgment." Then he tells me that the judgment was before 
the destruction of Jerusalem, and then I pursue him to that 
point, he says it commenced signally at the destruction of 
Jerusalem. When I pursue him to this point, he denies say- 
ing that there will be no future judgment, and thus gives up 
the whole ground of dispute. He then turns round and tells 
how I have failed ; but in what have t failed ? Has he re- 
futed any argument I have offered ? Not one; every po- ^ 
sition I have taken against him stands unimpaired, and ever 
must stand. 
As I have a minute or two yet, I will introduce one more 
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passage. " But why dost thou judger thy brother ? or why 
dost thou set at naught thy brother? for we shall all stand 
before the judgment seat of Christ. M Rom. 14 : 10. Does 
Mr. M. say that refers to some judgment in this life. If that 
is the meaning of the text, why did not the apostle say, we 
all stand before the judgment seat ? and not we all shall 
stand before the judgment seat. The apostle proceeds to 
prove that we skull ail stand before the judgment seat. He 
says, " For it is written, as I live, saith the Lord, every knee 
shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confess." Where 
is that written? Isa, 45: 23. This passage all Universal- 
ists apply to the resurrection state, and that is precisely where 
it belongs; and this passage, Paul being judge, proves that 
we shall all stand before the judgment seat of Christ, and 
give an account of ourselves to God. The judgment of the 
world is then in the resurrection state, and "after death, " as 
I think, must be manifest to all. [Time expired.] 



MR. MANFORD'S FOURTH REPLY. 



Respected Audience: 

I have asserted that Christ was to come in judgment dirrifeg 
the life time of some who were living when he was on jearth. 
This Mr. Franklin denies ; he says there is no such language 
in the Bible! To prove my assertion, I quoted Matt. 16: Tl% 
28. And what does he say to this ? Why, that the "com- 
ing 9 ' mentioned in the 27th verse, refers to a coming which is 
yet future — while that in the 26th verse, be admits, refers to 
a "coming" which was to take place within the lifetime of 
some who heard the words spoken. He says the two verses 
"relate to two different times and two different things" 
One of which he places in the future, and the other in the 
past— some two thousand years apart, and for ought we 
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know, ten thousand. Where in all the wild vagaries and 
theological curiosities, can we find any thing to go ahead of 
this! And he endeavors to reflect upon me for "quoting 
both verses in one sentence !" Now, does not the gentleman 
know that the division of the scriptures into chapters and 
versesji, is but a modern thing ? — that they were not originally 
so divided ? And does he not know that these "two verses" 
were delivered by our Savior, "in one sentence" — probably 
in the same breath 1 Let us now read these verses again, 
just as they were delivered and originally recorded. "For 
the Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father, with 
his angels, and then he shall reward every man according to 
his works: verily I say unto you, there be some standing here 
who shall not taste of death, till they see the Son of man 
coming in his Kingdom." Now, I would like to know upon 
what authority the gentleman divides this passage of* scrip- 
ture? (for I deny that there are two verses!) Who authorized 
him to "put assunder" what the Lord hath joined together ? 
What evidence does he give us that the passage should 
be thus separated ? Nq authority — no evidence, but that of 
Mr. Franklin, alone ! And why does he thus torture the 
scripture ? Ah, the reason is obvious. In the first^ part 
of the passage, the Savior speaks of judgment — of "reward- 
ing men according to their works," in connexion with 
his "coming" — and therefore, Mr. Franklin must needs 
refer this much of it to the future. And notwithstanding the 
Savior continues right on to assure his disciples that he 
would thus come, before some who heard him, should taste 
of death, i. e. "within the lifetime of some who heard him" 
— and to explain to them what he meant by coming "in the 
glory of his Father," viz : coming in his kingdom. I 
say, notwithstanding all this, Mr. Franklin has the unblush- 
ing assurance to tell you that he, (the Savior,) alluded 
to another subject — to a different time and a different thing!" 
A Very easy way, indeed, to get round a difficulty ! The 
gentleman allows I have an easy .way of explaining scrip- 
ture ; but I think he should say no more on this subject, 
after this ! In all my twisting and untwisting of scripture, I 
have no recollection of ever untwisting a passage, quite 
so bad as he has done this ! 
My friends, whether Mr. Franklin really believes what he 
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says in regard to this passage, or not, is more than I can tell. 
It would seem that a man could hardly be in earnest, 
who would take such a wild and unwarrantable position! 
But be this as it may, I am very sure he is wrong. And 
although it would seem almost unnecessary to go to the 
trouble of proving what appears already so evident, still, 
lest there be some in this congregation who may have 
doubts on the subject, or be disposed to favor the view of my 
• opponent, seeing that he is at home and among his friends, 
I will give you some authority for saying what I do — not 
Universalist authority, but good Orthodox authority. And 
first I will give you that of Dr. Adam Clarke, the great 
Methodist Commentator: 

Clarke — "Verse 27. This seems to refer to Dan. 8: 13, 
14. 'Behold one like the Son of Man came— to the ancient 
of days — and there was given him dominion, and glory, and 
a kingdom, that all people, nations, and languages should 
serve him.' This was the glorious mediatorial kingdom, 
which Jesus Christ was now about to set up, by the destctc- 
tion of the Jewish nation and POLITY, and the diffusion of 
his gospel through the whole world. If the words be taken 
in this sense, the angels or messengers, may signify the 
apostles and their successors in the sacred ministry; preach- 
ing the gospel, the gospel in the power of the Holy Ghost. 
It is very likely that the words do not apply to the first judg- 
ment, to which they are generally referred ; but to the wort" 
derful display of God's grace and power after the day 
of Pentecost" 

"Verse 28. This verse seems to confirm the above explan- 
ation, as our Lord evidently speaks of the establishment 
of the christian church, after the day of Pentecost, and 
its final triumph, after the destruction of the Jewish polity ; 
as if he had said, 'some.of you, my disciples, shall continue 
to live till these things take place.' The destruction of Je* 
rusalem, and the Jewish economy, which our Lokd pre- 
dicts, took place about forty-three years after this; and 
some of the persons now with him, doubtless survived 
that period, and witnessed the extension of the Messiah's 
kingdom; and our Lord told them these things before, 
that when they came to pass they might be confirmed in the 
faith, and expect an exact fulfilment of all theu other promi- 
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aes and prophecies which concerned the extension and 
support ot the kingdom of Christ." Com. in loco. 

Thus writes the great Dr. Clarke. You perceive he 
had no idea of dividing the passage, making the first part of 
it apply to the future, and the latter part to the past. Now, 
as the Doctor believed in a future judgment, he undoubt- 
edly would have applied the passage, or a part of it to that 
event, if there had been any chance whatever, to do so. 
"But I have some more authority at hand. 

Wynne. "Coming in his kingdom: i. e. coming to visit 
the Jews by the destruction of their city, of which some 
who were present should be eye-witnesses." Note in loco. 

Cappe. "The dissolution of Judea, Matt. J (J: .27, is called 

the COMING OF THE SON OF MAN IN THE GLOBY OF HIS FATHER 

with his angels." Critical Rem. 

Bishop Pearce. "This is meant of his coming to visit 
and punish the Jews, as in verse 25* See chapter 24: 30, and 
26; 64 — Dan. 7 : 13, and Rev. 1:7. John the apostle, (we 
know for certain ,) lived long enough to see this coming 
of Jesus in his kingdom. See John 21: 22, 23." Com. 
in loco. 

Dr. Hammond. "Coming in his kingdom. The nearness 
of this to the story of Christ's transfiguration, makes it 
probable to many, that this coming of Christ is the transfig- 
uration; but that cannot be, because verse 27, the Son 
of Man's coming in his glory, with his angels to reward <f*c, 
(TO WHICH THIS VERSE CLEARLY CONNECTS) 
cannot be applied to that. And there is another, place, John 
21 : 23, (which may help. to the understanding of this) which 
speaks of a real coming, and one principal person (agreeable 
to what is here said, of some standing here) that should 
tarry or not die till that coming of his. And that surely 
was fulfilled in John's seeing the famous destruction of the 
Jews, which was to fall in that generation, (Matt. 24:) 
that is, in the lifetime of some there present, and is called 
the kingdom of God, and the coming of Christ ; and by con* 
sequence, here most probably, the Son of Man's coming 
in his kingdom is, his coming in the exercise of his kingly 
office, to work vengeance on his enemies, and discrim- 
inate the faithful believers frorn among them, &c." Annota- 
tions in loco. 
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Knatchbull. " This place can scarce mystically be un- 
derstood, — by no means literally, but of the coming of the 
Son of man to the destruction of Jerusalem, who then may 
truly be said to come in his kingdom, when he came to tri- 
umph over his enemies, the Jews, by taking a severe and 
just vengeance of them. * * * * And that some of the 
standers by, when our Savior spoke those words, did remain 
alive to that very day, is true and known. And in this sense 
it is true — this generation shall not pass till all these things 
be fulfilled, chap. 24: 34. Neither before this time of his 
coming did the disciples go over all the cities of Israel, 
chap. 10: 23. And in this sense did John remain alive till 
Christ came, whereof see more, John 21; 22." Annot. in loco. 

Rosenmuller. " In this passage (ver. 27) reference is 
had to the propagation of the gospel through the whole 
world, and- the destruction of Jerusalem and the Jewish 
state, as we learn from verse 28." Scholid in verse 27. 

Lightfoot. "Our Savior saith, Matt. 16: 28, * There be 
some standing here, which shall not taste of death till they 
see the Son of man coming in bis kingdom : ' — which must 
not be understood of his coming to the last judgment ; for 
there was not one standing there that could live till that 
time: — nor ought it to be understood of the resurrection, as 
some would have it ; for probably not only some, but, in a 
manner, ail that stood there, lived till that time. His coming, 
therefore, in this place must be understood of his coming to 

TAKE VENGEANCE AGAINST THOSE ENEMIES OF HIS, which 

would not have him rule over them, as Luke 19: 12-27. 
* * * * The day, the time, and the manner, of the exe- 
cution of this vengeance upon this people, are called, * The 
dayofjhe Lord,' * The day of Christ,' *His coming in 
the clouds, in his glory, in his kingdom. 9 Nor is this with- 
out reason ; for from hence doth this form and mode ot 
speaking take its rise : — Christ had not as yet appeared but 
in a state of humility; contemned, blasphemed, and at 
length murdered by the Jews: his gospel rejected, laughed 
at, and trampled under foot ; his followers pursued with ex- 
treme hatred, persecution, and death itself. At length, there- 
fore, he displays himself in His glory, his kingdom, and 
power; and calls for those cruel enemies of his, that they 
may be slain before him." Exerc. in John 21: 22. 



Christ's second coming. 75 

You see that all these commentators are against Mr. 
Franklin ; and not only against him, but understand the pas- 
sage the same as I do. And so it is, I may say, with all the 
commentators of any note. Learned authority, reason, and 
the common-sense meaning of the passage, are all against 
the gentleman. Does Mr/Frankhn ask who these commen- 
tators are 1 I answer, they are all eminent English divines, 
except Rosenmuller, who was a German — of the orthodox 
church, and believers in future and endless punishment. But 
I will give him the authority of one, before I sit down, of 
whom he has some knowledge, and whose opinion I pre- 
sume he will not be dispose*! to call in question. 

I have not said that there was no " church," or "king- 
dom " on earth until the destruction of Jerusalem. I have 
said that the kingdom or reign of Christ did not " come with 
power " — that it was not fully and triumphantly established, 
until that time. And you will notice that here again I am in 
good company. The. commentators that I have just read 
say the same. They all apply the language of our Savior^— 
"coming in his kingdom," or the " kingdom of God come 
with power," to the destruction of Judea. The kingdom, it 
is trae, was in existence from the day of Pentecost, but it 
was not — and could not be — fully 'established until the de- 
struction of the old city and temple. The New* Jerusalem 
was not fully established until the old was taken out of the 
way. This is what I have said ; and in this view I am borne 
out by the bsst authorities. But I will now give you the 
opinion of one Alexander Campbell, a gentleman of whom 
Mr. Franklin has some knowledge, I presume. I read from 
"Christianity Restored," page 174. 

"But as die erection of the Jewish tabernacle, after the 
commencement of the first kingdom of God, was the work 
of some time, and of united and combined effort, on the 
part of those raised up and qualified for the work ; so was 
die complete erection of the new temple of God. The 
apostles, as wise' master builders, laid the foundation — pro- 
mulged the constitution, laws, and institutions of the King, 
and raised the standard of the kingdom in many towns, chies 
and countries, for the space of forty years. Some of them 
not only saw the 'Son of man enter upon his reign,' and the 
kingdom of God commence on the day of Pentecost, and 
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carry its conquests over Judea, Samaria, and to the utter- 
most parts of the earth, but they SAW THE LORD 'corn 
with power ' and awful glory, and accomplish all hie predic- 
tions on the deserted and devoted temple, city,and people.'* 

Mr. Franklin has a good deal to say about seeing the Son 
of man coming. Here you perceive hit* great leader, Mr. 
Campbell, applies the very language in dispute to the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, and says some of the apostles lived 
to see the Lord " come with power " and awful " glory," 
and accomplish all his predictions on the deserted and de- 
voted temple, city, and people. If Mr. Franklin -has any 
thing more to say on this subject, Let him ask Mr. Campbell 
how the disciples could see the Son of man at that time? 
They saw the Lord come, at the destruction of Jerusalem, 
says Mr. Campbell. But Mr. Franklin says he was not 
"there?" Please recollect this. I shall give you some 
more of Mr. Campbell's authority before I am through. 

Mr. Franklin passes over his two judgments very lightly. 
He says he " don't know of any place in the Bible that says 
the righteous go immediately te heaven or that the wicked 
go immediately to the final place of punishment." " Laza- 
rus/' he says, " was carried to Abraham's bosom, and the 
rich man found himself in hades — but we have no account 
of their being judged yet." True enough. But Mr. Frank- 
lin understands this account to be literal, and a correct rep- 
resentation of the righteous and wicked "immediately" after 
death. Now, I ask, how happened it that Lazarus went to 
Abraham's bosom, which we are told means Paradise ? And 
why did the rich man " find himself in hades," which we 
are also told means hell 1 Did this just happen so ? Sup- 
pose Lazarus had been " the rich man," and the rich man 
had been " Lazarus " — would their fates have been the same/ 
Would Lazarus have been judged worthy of Abraham's bo- 
som, and the rich man deserving of hell f No judgment in 
this case, indeed ! The gentleman could hardly have told 
us in plainer terms that he believed in " two judgments I " 
Mankind, then, as soon as they die, or " immediately after 
death," are judged, either to Abraham's bosom or to hades ; 
and whether they go to heaven, and the " final place of pun- 
ishment," or not, is of no consequence, since the one is a 
place of happiness and the other a place of misery. This is 
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one judgment. But after a while— when all mankind shall 
have died off, or when these two places shall become full, 
we are told that Paradise and Hades will give up their inmates, 
and all will be assembled together, somewhere (?) and under- 
go another y and somewhat more formal judgment ! But as 
the gentleman tells us he believes in but one judgment, and 
as he acknowledges that he believes in the first one here 
mentioned, it is to be presumed that he has given up his no- 
tion of a general judgment at the resurrection ! If 1 am 
wrong here, I hope the gentleman will correct me. And this 
seems still more probable from the fact that he now admits 
that " the object of God's judgment " is not to *« decide who 
are the guilty," for " our God," he says, " knows this all the 
time." I thought he would soon abandon this ridiculous 
idea of a general and formal judgment, as though it were 
necessary in order for God to find out who are guilty and 
who are not guilty ! The gentleman is progressing, and I 
have some hopes of him yet ! 

We come now to the 24th of Matt, again. The gen de- 
man is still disposed to quibble about little things, trying to 
make out that I have contradicted myself. Suppose he should 
show that I had actually contradicted myself in several in- 
stances*— what would this fact do towards removing my argu- 
ments and proof-texts 1 He had better attend to the main 
arguments, and let minor matters alone, if he wishes to do 
himself any credit in this debate. But I tell the gentleman 
that I have taken no positions that are at variance with each 
other, although he may think so. He says 1 declared in one 
speech that "the whole of Matt. 24th and Luke 21st, was 
fulfilled at. the destruction of Jerusalem," but have since 
said " a considerable portion of the 24th of Matt, was fulfilled 
before that destruction." Well, is there any contradiction 
here ? None. I say the same still. But as the gentleman 
seems hard to understand, I will explain. Those chapters 
had reference to things connected with the destruction of 
Jerusalem and the Jewish polity— so much so that when 
that destruction was fully accomplished, it conld be said of 
those chapters, that they were fulfilled. Not that every thing 
in them had reference to the very day of that destruction- 
hut at that time the last of the predictions was fulfilled — that is, 
nothing extending beyond. I have heard of men who were 
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troubled with what is called the " big head," but I think the 
gentleman exhibits stronger symptoms of the thick head than 
any thing else ! 

I showed very clearly in my last why Christ told his dis- 
ciples to "believe it not" when any should say, " JUo here is 
Christ, or there." It was to caution them against " false 
Christs." But Mr. F. still thinks that because Christ told 
them not .to believe the reports that they would hear about 
his being " in the desert," or u in the secret chamber," or 
" lo here, or lo there," therefore he was not to come at all 1 
Suppose Christ did intend to come at that time, just as I con- 
tend, and as the great body of the learned contend, that he 
did come — would it not have been necessary and proper for 
him thus to have cautioned them ? Most assuredly. So the 
gentleman's objection is good for nothing. But Mr* Camp- 
bell, as we have seen, says Christ did come then, " in power 
and awful glory " — and that the disciples, or some of them, 
SAW him. Let my friend here talk to his illustrious leader 
on the subject, if he is not satisfied. 

But it is useless to follow the gentleman through all his 
crooks and turns; it is very evident that he could not reply 
to the main arguments in my last, and therefore he spent his 
time in quibbling about trifles. The greater part of my last 
speech stands unanswered — much of it not even alluded to. 
But I will not complain, for I think I can appreciate the gen- 
tleman's situation. 

In my last I dwelt upon the phrase, " this generation," 
and said I would rest the whole matter upon this— at least 
until I heard from Mr. Franklin again. 1 will extend the 
declaration, and say I will rest the whole question in debate 
upon the meaning of this phrase, now and forever ! True 
it is that Christ said his " coming in the clouds of heaven " 
should take place during that generation, or before that gen- 
eration should pass away— for he said, Matt. 24 : 34—" Tki* 
generation shall not pass till all these things be fulfilled," 
and no one can deny that his " coming " was one of " these 
things," for he had just been speaking of that. This point is 
settled. But what does Mr. Franklin say about " this gen- 
eration ? " Why, he says " the word generation means 
ruce oi family > and as the Jewish race or family has not yet 
passed away " he allows " the passage affords me no awwt* 
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Juice." I humbly ask upon what authority the gentleman 
gave the word this meaning 1 He says that "family of race 
is the first meaning of the word," and that I am " not to as- 
sume some other meaning, and set aside the first meaning." 
Now I affirm that family or race, in the, sense which he at- 
taches to those words, is neither the first nor the last, nor 
any other meaning of the Greek word here rendered gener- 
ation ! The word never has such a meaning, and cannot 
have ! It means precisely what our English word generation 
means; and I call on the gentleman for proof before he goes 
any further. I cannot allow him to assume the meaning of 
this Word — especially when there is so much at stake ; for I 
have said I will risk the whole matter upon its meaning, or 
the meaning of " this generation" Let him bring forward 
his Lexicons to support him, if he can ; but recollect, if he 
fails here, he looses every thing ! I affirm that the genera- 
tion to which the Savior alluded has " passed" long ago; 
and just so certain as it has passed, just so certain has the 
'* coming of the Son of man in the clouds of heaven " passed 
— for he was so to come before that generation should pass. 
He has the affirmative of this question — let him proceed with 
his proof. 

I told you in my last speech what was meant by the "quick 
and the dead ;" but whether I am correct, or Mr. Franklin, 
one thing is certain, ^Christ was to. "judge the quick and 
the dead at his appearing in his kingdom." This the 
passage evidently asserts. And we have seen that he was to 
come in his kingdom during the lifetime of some who heard 
him. Matt. 16 : 28« And here I will add a note of explana- 
tion : I do not wish you to understand me to say there was 
no kingdom of heaven, or no church, on earth, till Christ came 
at the destruction of Jerusalem! The "kingdom" or 
" church " existed before that event; but what we are to un- 
derstand by Christ " coming in his kingdom "-—his " appear- 
ing," "approach," " coming," &c, is, his enteringjupon his 
reign — which is represented as his " coming in the clouds of 
heaven," in " power and great glory," ozc. And here I must 
refer to Mr. Campbell again, as I know he is good authority 
with my friend : 

" It is very evident, that frequently the original word 
HHUia [kingiom] ought in preference to be rende^edr^i^n^ 
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inasmuch as this term better suits ALL THOSE PASSA- 
GES where coming or approaching is spoken of: for while 
reigns or administrations approach and recede, kingdoms 
have attributes and boundaries which are stationary/ '-Chris. 
Restored, p. 151. 

When did Christ enter upon his reign ? When he came 
in the "clouds of heaven" to take vengeance on his ene- 
mies, the Jews, and to reward men " according te their 
works." Mr. Franklin calls on me to answer the question, 
" What part of the world does* every man,' in Matt. 16: 27, 
include ? " I answer, all those within his reign or jurisdic* 
tion, and no more. 

Mr. Franklin allowed himself to fall into another very 
great error, in regard to what I said about " judgment," in 
my last speech. He surely could not have paid very good 
attention to me ! I said that the "judgment " mentioned in 
the 20th of Rev., about which he had made so much fuss, 
was prior to the coming of Christ. For, as he admitted, 
and I clearly showed, this judgment was the same as that 
which Daniel saw (Dan. 7,). And I showed, beyond all dis-* 
pute, that the judgment which Daniel saw, was immediately 
preceding the " coming of the Son of man" to receive his 
kingdom, or enter upon his reign. But the gentleman must 
recollect that this was the "judgment of the Ancient of 
days" and not a judgment to be executed by Christ ! Here 
is where my friend is in error. I thought I stated this mat- 
ter plain enough. Christ had not yet received his kingdom, 
— had not entered upon his reign, when this judgment took 
place ; consequently, he was not yet constituted judge. It 
was only the "judgment " of the "Ancient of days," which 
I said was "prior or before the coming of the Son of man." 
Consequently, all he says about my " contradicting " my- 
self, by saying " the judgment was at his coming and king- 
dom, and before his coming and kingdom," is but moonshine ! 
-—and only shows that the gentleman himself is confused ! 
There was a judgment before, and there was a judgment at 
" his coming " — but they were two different judgments. 

The gentleman tried to make out something, in regard to 
what I said about " the holy city, New Jerusalem," descend- 
ing at the commencement of the gospel dispensation, fie 
thmks because John, in describing the " Holy city," quotes 
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a part of the language in Isa. 25 : 8, which latter passage, 
he says, Universalists apply "to the resurrection, that there- 
fore the " holy city" must refer to the resurrection, or the 
close of the gospel dispensation. Now suppose this were 
all true. What would he gain by it ? The •* lake of fire," 
and the " coming of the Son of man," would still be at the 
commencement of the gospel dispensation — and, that I was 
mistaken in supposing the " holy city" descended at that 
thne! This is all. But he should notice that when Paul 
applies the 'language of Isa. 25 : 8, to the resurrection, he 
says, " Then will be brought to pass the saying that is writ- 
ten," &c. But although John, in speaking of the New Je- 
rusalem, quotes apart of Isaiah, or uses language similar to it, 
he does not say " then will.be brought to pass the saying," &c, 
no* does he make any allusion to Isaiah, nor intimate that 
he uses his language. He only uses similar language to 
that of Isaiah — and this i$ perfectly allowable. He may 
apply it ta one thing, and the prophet to another. 1 still 
affirm, therefore* that " the holy city, New Jerusalem," de- 
scended at the opening of the gospel dispensation. 

The gentleman says "commentators have generally ex- 
. plained the Old Testament by the New," but that I " explain 
the New by the Old." Here I am compelled to differ with 
the gentleman again. He has got the facts in the case en- 
tirely reversed ! I believe it is a general rule with com- 
mentators to explain the New by the Old ; and this, I con- 
fess, has been my plan — where any such assistance was 
needed. And that 1 am not entirely alone here, I must beg 
leave to refer to Mr. Campbell again. I hope the gentleman 
will not think lam turning Campbellite /In his " Christianity 
Restored," p. 1 43, Mr. Campbell lays down the following pro- 
position ; viz. — " That sacred history, ontfie remarkable in- 
stances *of God 1 s providences to the Jews and patriarchs, are 
the foundation of the sacred dialect of the new institution. 
Or it may be thus expressed : All the leading words and 
phrases of the New Testament are to be explained and un- 
derstood by the history of the Jewish nation and God's gov- 
ernment of them." I was therefore, correct in explaining 
John by Daniel. I shall have more use for this rule before 
I am done, although my friend does not seem to like it. 

I believe in ".future judgment" — that is, in this world ; 

6 
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but I do not believe tbat the " coming of the Son of man ta 
judgment " is yet future ! That is the reason why 1 " hap- 
pened to deny " my friend's proposition. Christ came to 
judge, or entered upon his reign, near 1 800 years ago, and 
has continued to judge, and will so continue, till the close of 
his administration — consequently, some of his judgments 
are yet future. 

I repeat, I have never said that there was no church until 
Christ came at the destruction of Jerusalem; consequently 
what Mr. Franklin says about the church being in existence 
thirty years before the destruction of Jerusalem, and that 
there was no church until Christ came at the destruction of 
Jerusalem, &c., trying to involve a contradiction — is all 
wide of the mark, and words spoken in vain ! Christ came 
in his kingdom at that time — entered upon his reign, though 
his church was in existence long before. 

The gentleman quotes Acts 17 : 31 — *' he hath appointed 
a day in which he will judge the world in. righteousness," 
&c, and asks, " Where is the proof that judgment will be a 
progressive work?" And he right away speaks of "the 
gospel day," as having been in progress many years, when 
this language was written. Now, jf the " gospel day " means 
"many years," may not this "judgment day?" This 
44 day, " my friends, in which God has appointed to judge, 
or rule the world in righteousness by Jesus Christ, la the 
gospel day. Though the " gospel day," or church, had been 
in progress, in a limited ^ense, or incipient state, for some 
time previous, yet this judgment day did not commence till 
Christ entered upon his reign, and assumed the office of 
judge. Since then, it was to be co-extensive with the gospel 
day. This I hold td be the true meaning of the apostle. 
And I repeat again— the world was not judged at the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, but the "judgment of the world" 
commenced then, and has been going on ever since. I pre- 
sume there art jgome u in this assembly that can understand 
me, " if the gentleman can not ! 

The gentleman having failed in all his attempts, now turns 
to John 5; 28, 29, as a last resort. Well, I must tell him 
that he is destined tb fail here, also. He takes it for granted 
that the " resurrection " mentioned there, means the immor- 
tal resurrection, while it is very evident that the language 
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had no such reference. The Savior is undoubtedly speaking 
of a moral resurrection, as is evident from the connection. 
Verses 24 and 25, read, " He that heareth my words, and be- 
lieved* on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall 
not come into condemnation ; but is passed from death unto 
life." Verily I say unto you/ the hour is coming, and now 
is, when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God, 
and they that hear shall live." This refers to a moral 
resurrection, most unquestionably — and this will explain the 
" resurrection " mentioned in the 28th and 29th verses. 
Read also John 1 1 : 25 — " He that belie veth on me, though 
he were dead, yet shall he live," — and Eph. 2 : 1 — " You 
hath he quickened, who were dead in tresspasses and sins." 
I will now paraphrase the passage, and you will then be able 
to see what it means : " Marvel not at this, for the time is 
coming (approaching, near by,) when all that are in the 
graves (or dead, as in verse 25) when all that are in a state 
of moral death, sleeping in false security — as is the whole 
Jewish nation— shall, by my voice in the thunder of my 
judgments, be roused up > from that * state of inactivity, to 
action/ to a sense of their real situation; but they shall come 
forth to very different results. Those that have done good, 
have obeyed my gospel, shall come forth to a iesurrection of 
lHe* shall be saved from their persecutions, and shall enjoy a 
jntre perfect and complete knowledge of my kingdom, and 
share more abundantly in its divine blessings. While those 
that have done evil — have, rejected me and my gospel— shall 
come forth to a resurrection of condemnation— shall share 
in the dreadful judgments coming upon this people and na- 
tion," This we conceive to be the true meaning of the 

passage. *-• 

The only words in the passage that would lead any one to 
think it refers to the literal resurrection, are graves and 
resurrection r The first of these is never used in the New 
Testament, in connection with the immortalo'esurreetion, or 
as denoting the place of all the literally dead. Hades is the 
term used as the place of the dead. As to the word resur- 
rection, it has no necessary reference to the immortal resur- 
rection; It is so used, I admit; but Dr. George Caaipbell 
(not Alexander) says, "this is neither the anly, nor the 
primitive meaning of the word. It denotes sirnpjy , l£n% 
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raised from inactivity, to action, or from obscurity to emi- 
nence, or a return to such a state, after an interraptkmi" 
" Rising from a seat," he says " is properly termed anasta- 
sis {resurrection] ; so is awaking out of sleep, or promotion 
from an inferior condition." Thus writes Dr. Campbell on 
this word. The gentleman has failed in his attempt to ap- 
ply this passage to the immortal resurrection. But were he 
to succeed, still it would not help him any ; for it says nothing 
about the u coming of Christ to judgment." He had better 
keep to his proposition, and to those passages which speak 
of the " coming of Christ to judgment." 

I agree with Mr. Franklin that Luke 14 : 14, "the re- 
compense at the resurrection of the just " refers to the same 
time as ?' the rewarding of every man according to his 
works," Matt. 16: 27 — or to the commencement of Christ,* 
reign ; and also admit that it refers to the same event that is 
meant in John 5 : 28, 29. All this I believe ; but I have 
seen no evidence that "the resurrection of the just, " in 
Luke 14 : 14, has any reference to the immortal resurrection. 
Christ said, " When thou makest a feast, call the poor, the 
maimed, the lame, the blind," and then assured his hearers 
that although these poor could not recompense them by giving 
them a feast in return, yet they should not lose their reward ; 
for they should* be " recompensed at the resurrection of the 
just ; " that is, when the just shall be raised from the low 
and abject condition in which they now are, to a state of em- 
inence and prosperity — when they shall enter the kingdom 
of God, orof Heaven. This is evidently the meaning from 
what fottows. One who sat by and heard Jesus, said, 
" Blessed is he that shall eat bread in the kingdom of God. " 
Those who should make a feast, and invite the poor to eat 
with them, could not expect to be " recompensed" by those 
poor in the same way, but they should be "blessed " or re- 
compensed" by eating the bread of the kingdom ef God, or 
the gospel kingdom. Christ, in speaking of the distinction 
that should be made between his followers and his enemies, at 
the time of his "coming to destroy " the Jewish state, badehis 
disciples, (Luke 21: 28,) when they saw the signs of his 
coming and the destruction of Jerusalem, begin to come 
to pass, "then look up, and lift up your heads, for your re* 
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demption draweth nigh." This was "the resurrection of the 
jn*t." 

Ms. Franklin finally quotes Rom. 14: 10, "for we shall all 
stand before the judgment seat of Christ"— and asks: "Does 
Mr. M. -say that refers to some judgment in this life V 1 Yes, 
I answer, most assuredly I do. The "judgment seat of 
Christ," is in his kingdom ; and when he entered upon 
his reign, he assumed the "judgment seat," before which, all 
within and during his reign, "stands," or are "manifest," for 
this is the meaning of the word rendered "stand." Paul said 
"we must stand," — did he mean any but christians ? Let 
Mr. Franklin answer. But the gentleman thinks he has "got 
me" now, for, he says Universalists apply Isa, 45: 23, 
to "the resurrection state, precisely where it belongs," and 
that Paul refers to this language of the prophet in proof of his 
declaration, that "we shall all stand before the judgment seat 
of Christ." But I reply that my friend' is mistaken. The 
judgment seat of Christ, does not extend into the resurrection 
state ; it goes no further than his reign or kingdom, which 
closes at the resurrection. And so undoubtedly the language 
of Isaiah, applies : The time when "every knee shall bow, 
and every tongue confess," is limited to Christ's reign. It is 
diving that that men must stand before his judgment seat, 
and it is within that reign that "every knee shall bow and 
every tongue confes." The gentleman has gained nothing 
by his criticism here ! 

I have .only time to refer briefly to the passage in Heb* 9 : 
87, which I had almost forgotten. , The gentleman applies 
this language to the future state, but here I must beg leave to 
differ with him again. The death mentioned there, I main- 
tain to be, not literal death, but the figurative or sacrificial 
death of the high priests under the law, the type of Christ's 
sacrificial death. This view the connection fully sustains; 
and it is also evident from the very passage itself. The gen- 
tleman did not read it all ; let us read it : "And as it is ap- 
pointed unto men, (or these men) once to die, but after 
this the judgment ; so Christ was once offered to bear the sins 
of many." How was Christ once offered,to bear the sins of 
many? As a sacrifice for sin. So was this death, which 
was "appointed unto these"— they died (by proxy) in their 
sacrifices. They entered the Holy of Holies— offered their 
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sacrifices — then, "after this," returned and pronounced 
the "judgment," or justification of the people. So Christ 
was once offered to bear the sins of many. I have not tkne 
to pursue the subject in detail.. But if you will take the 
trouble to examine the 8th and 9th chapters of Hebrews, 
in connection with the 14th and 16th chapters of Leviticus, 
you will see that I am correct. 

[ Time expired.] 



MR. FRANKLIN'S CLOSING: SPEECH. 



Mb. Chaibman: 

I now rise to close my part of the discussion on the first 
proposition, to which you have given such a respectful at- 
tention throughout this day. The question is not one in 
which I have become a disputant for mastery over the gen- 
tleman who is my opponent on the present occasion, but it 
is a question greatly affecting our conduct in this life, and 
one, as I solemnly believe, with which we shall be deeply 
concerned after death. It is a question touching the terrible 
judgment and spoken of with profound awe and veneration, 
by all the divine writers and speakers, and demands our 
most solemn attention, and, on the other hand, forbids any 
thing like a low quibble. 

I see there is one important difference between the course 
pursued by Mr. Manford, and that pursued by myself. If 
he can catch some irrelevant or incidental remark, upon 
which nothing important depends, but upon which he thinks 
some little capital may be accumulated; and thus cater to 
some popular feeling or prejudice, he is ever true and faith- 
ful to the task ; but the main points of argument, by me in- 
troduced, bearing directly upon the question, and those 
upon which I most confidently rely*, he, as a general thing, 
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passes, with but little or no attention. On the other hand, in 
my notices of his arguments, I meet fairly and fully the 
very points upon which he most confidently relies. 

A few things in his last speech demand my attention a 
short time, before I proceed to recapitulate and close my ar- 
guments. The gentleman as usual, when he had nothing 
else to say, spent his time in reading Dr. Clarke, A. Camp- 
bell, Dr. G. Campbell and others. Now he is not willing to 
rely upon any arguments he is able to introduce himself, 
and in the absence of such arguments, he spends his time 
in trying to make this audience believe that those great men 
are with him, and thus gain their influence to support what 
those very men looked upon as the most silly and contempti- 
ble nonsense ever uttered. It is not strange that he should 
think to torture the word of God into the support of his miser- 
able theory, when he will twist the words of those great jnen 
into the support of Universalism, who we all know did not 
believe a word of it ! If he can prove that he is right from 
men who do not believe his doctrine,* he may prove it from 
the word of God, when God believes no such doctrine 1 
But it is not my plan to be led off from the true issue, to de- 
fend Dr. A. Clarke, A. Campbell or any one else. Univer- 
aalists have usually succeeded in getting their opponents off 
from the word of God, by introducing some favorite man 
before the people, that a long defence of what he has said 
may be made, and save Universalism from the lash. The 
gentleman dreaded my closing speech, and thought. he would 
get me off to defend A. Campbell. But I wish it understood 
once for all, that I am not to be led off in that way for all 
the garbled perversions he may make. 

The gentleman has got a new proposition. He says be 
has asserted, that Christ was to come in the life-time of 
some who were on the earth in his day. What if he has 
asserted that ? I have asserted, that "the coming of Christ 
to judge the world is future/' This he denies. His negative 
assertion is that the coming of Christ to judge the world is 
post. But what has he done towards proving., it ? I only 
assert what, the most of this audience well know, when I 
say, that he has done but little more than assert that he has 
proved this, that, and the other, a few dozen times. He has had 
the judgment to commence at the destruction of Jerusalem, 
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and the establishment of the church at the same time. He 
has then found the judgment before the dcstruetion of Jeru- 
salem. He has then, in his last speech, admitted that the 
church was* established at Pentecost, but it appears, that 
what the death and resurrection of Christ, the witness of the 
Holy Spirit, and all the apostles could not do in the church, 
for the space of more then thirty years, was finally more 
fully established by Titus and the Roman soldiers! My friend 
would make a good Mahomedan, as he believes in establish- 
ing churches by the sword. In this way he would force the 
grace of God to. take effect ! ! 

I was perfectly astonished to see Mr. M. so confused by 
the few words I had said on Matt. 16: 27, 28, and especially 
to hear him, in the midst of that confusion, exclaim, as he 
did„"I deny that there are two verses!" Has the gentle- 
man lost his eye-sight 1 or forgotten what he did know ? 
He has all along spoken of two verses, but now he denies 
that there are two verses ! 

He kindly informs me that the division of the scriptures 
into chapters and verses is of modern date ! But that is not 
the point. The making of scripture is not of modern date. 
The Savior uttered his speeches in sentences, and the divine 
historians wrote in sentences; and the gentleman takes it 
upon himself to put two of the most distinct sentences he 
ever uttered together, and make only one of them. And 
then, exclaims, "what God hath joined together let no man 
put asunder." Why did he not quote more appropriately, 
and say, "what JS. Manford hath joined together let no 
man put asunder ? " God never did join these two verses 
together in one sentence. Mr. M. did it on his own re- 
sponsibility, and he did it too, becairse he felt it necessary 
to make this alteration in the word to save his doctrine. In 
this, he is right. An alteration must be made, in this passage 
of scripture, or it affords him no assistance whatever. 

It is not strange at all, that God should refer to the final 
judgment in t the 27th verse, and then assure his hearers that 
the reign of God should commence bofore the death of some 
who then stood present, in the -28th. This is the true state 
of the case, and it requires no&ing but candor and common 
sense application, to see that such is the case. In Acts 3: 
19, 20 we have repentance and conversion, which are in 
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this life, and the coming of Christ at the resurrection of the 
dead, as Mr. M. has admitted, all in the same sentence. — 
These two events, in thousands of instances, are almost as 
remote from each other as those in the other case. • • 

Mr. Manford tried to make the coming of Christ in his 
kingdom, or at the beginning of his reign, the same as that 
spoken of by Paul, 2 Tim. 4: I. But you will recollect 
the coming in his kingdom, to commence his reign, had 
passed some thirty years, when Paul uttered the words to 
which I have just referred. Yet Paul speaks of it as a future 
event. He could not, therefore, have referred to the begin- 
ning of his reign. But if Christ came -at the destruction of 
Jerusalem to begin judgment, all who lived and died 
from Pentecost to the destruction of Jerusalem, a space of 
some thirty-five years, were not judged at all. I ask then, 
how "the world" was judged ? The world was not judged 
at. the destruction of Jerusalem, for the world was not there. 
The judgment did not commence there, else those who lived 
in the gospel dispensation before that time, were not judged 
at all! I I have called upon the gentleman to tell us when 
the judgment passed, if indeed it be passed i He finally ad- 
mits that It is not passed, but that it is future 4 , and thus gives 
up the whole dispute. 

You. recollect the gentleman's paraphrase , or his altera- 
tion of John 5: 2&, 29. I was pleased to see that he had so 
much good judgment, as to be sensible that such a plain and 
unequivocal declaration of the word of God would have to 
be altered before it could be harmonized with his doctrine. 
You\ no doubt, concur with him in this opinion 1 I do not 
admit that the 25th verse alluded to any but a literal resur- 
rection of the body. The hour had then come when the 
literally dead heard the voice of the Son of God* and they 
who heard literally lived. Nothing else will make any 
sense. Let us examine the gentleman's paraphrase. "All 
that are in their graves," according to the paraphrase, means 
"all that are in a state of moral death*" A state of moral 
death is an unconverted or sinful state in this life. With 
this explanation we shall proceed. All that are in a state of 
moral death, or a state of sin, in this life, "shall hear his 
voice, and shall come forth." Well, to come forth from a, 
state of sin, or of moral death, is to hear the gospel and be 
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converted in this life ! This makes the Savior assert that 
all shall hear the gospel and be converted in this life.— 
That is a much better state of things than most of u* 
thought had ever obtained in this world. But still Mr. Man- 
ford's make of scripture assures us that it is even so.. But 
when they come forth from this state of sin, or moral death, 
what do they come forth to ? Why, those that have done 
good — those who have heard the gospel and obeyed it, while 
in a stale of moral death or sin, shall some forth to a res- 
urrection of life, or be converted ! That is, those who were 
converted before, while they were in the graves of sin, and 
moral death, shall come forth, or be converted over again, 
more fully into the light of the gospel ! But those who have 
been so unfortunate as to have done evil while in a state of 
sin and moral death, or while they were sinning, shall come 
forth to the resurrection of damnation, or be converted to 
damnation ! Singular positions require singular methods to 
defend them ! Such is the ridiculous nonsense Universalism 
makes of the word of God. 

This passage is one of the most clear and literal expres- 
sions in all the Bible, and I defy any man to find one text 
any where that more certainly refers to the literal resurrec- 
tion of the dead. The fact is first asserted that the hour is 
coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice of 
the Son of God, and they that hear shall live. But they 
are not to wonder that a few had heard the voice of the Son 
of God, as in the case of Lazarus and others, for the hour 
is coming when all that are in the graves shall hear his 
voice and come forth. 

My friend thought he saw a chance of escape, if this is a 
literal resurrection, for he says, nothing is said about the 
coming of Christ or judgment. But he cannot escape here, 
for he has already admitted that Christ will come in person 
at the resurrection. Therefore, it is conceded that this re- 
fers to the literal resurrection of the dead? it is also conce- 
ded to be at the coming of Christ. And as some were to come 
forth from the grave to condemnation, it must be at the 
judgment. From this no man ever did escape, or ever can. 
The passage, beyond all doubt, refers to the literal resurrec- 
tion of the dead, which he admits to be at the eoming of 
Christ. This is future beyond all dispute. 



CHRISES SECOND COMING. 91 

I did barely succeed in getting the gentleman to pay a 
slight attention to the words of Paul ; "after death the judg- 
ement ; " but I could scarely see what he meant. Indeed, I 
believe be simply aimed to leave the impression that "men" 
means the Jewish high priests, and that after death, was 
simply after the death of the victim offered. But I deny 
the whole position.' There is not an intimation that the 
apostle meant any thing short of the literal fact, that "it is 
appointed unto men once to die, but after this the judgment." 
He says "the death was figurative or sacrificial death of 
the high priests under the law." That was easy said, but 
who can prove it? I know of no such death spoken of in 
all the Bible. 

Having now replied to all that I think deserving of my 
notice in the last speech, I shall proceed to recapitulate my 
arguments, and place them before you in as clear and in- 
telligible a manner as I can, and leave the matter for your 
consideration. 

1. My first argument was founded on 2 Pet. 3: 1-1 2w — 
While on this passage, it was shown that the apostle wrote 
only a few years before the destruction of Jerusalem, and 
some thirty years after the gospel dispensation commenced. 
Yet he refers forward to the day of judgment and the coming 
of Christ. This at once sets aside the idea of the coming 
of Christ and the commencement of the day of judgment 
being at the commencement of the reign of Christ. It was 
also shown, that " in the last days there were to come scof- 
lers, saying where is the promise of his coming I " I ar- 
gued that before, and at the time, of the destruction of Jeru- 
salem, in the place of false teachers saying, " where is the 
promise of his coming," they cried, "Lo here is Christ," 
and contended that "the coming of Christ was at hand;" 
and that our Lord commanded us to " believe them not;" 
and Paul commanded Christians not to let them deceive 
them by any means. I agreed that we have just such reli- 
gious doctors in our day, and that Mr. Manford is now virtu- 
ally continuing the enquiry, " where is the promise of his 
coming." If the exact fulfilment of a prophecy will show 
what time it refers to, we live in the precise time to which 
the apostle refers. This he has tried to escape, but he has 
failed. 
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The melting of the elements with fervent heat, the hear- 
ens being on fire and being dissolved — passing away wkh a 
great noise, the earth also and the things that are therein be- 
ing burned up, are all predictions of too great importance to 
have gone by, without any one being able to point to their 
fulfilment on the pages of history. This I have called up- 
on Mr. M. again and again to do, but he has never done it. — 
I am certain he cannot, for they are not fulfilled.— 
In this chapter «we have, " his coming," "the day of judg- 
ment, and perdition of ungodly men," t'the day of the 
Lord," and " the day of God," all together,- and all set forth 
in the most confident language of the apostle, as follows: 
" But the day of the Lord will come as a thief in the night ; 
in the which the heavens shall pass away with a great noise, 
and the elements shall melt with fervent heat ; the earth al- 
so, and the works that are therein, shall be burnt up." 

2. My second proof text was 2 Thess. 2:1,3. " Now 
we beseech you, brethren, by the coming of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and by our gathering together unto him, that ye be 
not soon shaken in mind, or troubled, neither by spirit, nor 
by word, nor letter, as from us, as that the day of Christ is 
an hand. Let no man deceive you, by any means : for that 
day shall not come, except there come a falling away first, 
and that man of sin be revealed, the son of perdition."— 
This passage was written only a very few years before the 
destruction of Jerusalem, and some thirty years after the be- 
ginning of the reign of Christ, so that it forbids the idea of 
placing the coming of Christ at either of these points, far 
one was past and the other was at hand. As before observ- 
ed, the apostle forbids that any man should so construe his 
letter or spirit, as to say the day of Christ was at hand ; for 
he declares unequivocally, that that day shall not come, ex? 
aept there come a falling away first y and that man of sin be 
revealed. Mr. Manford here forgot that he had made the 
coming of Christ at the beginning of his reign, or the begin- 
ning of the gospel dispensation, and began to contend that 
the destruction of Jerusalem was some sixteen years distant, 
and consequently was not at hand. But this position was 
taken from him r by showing that the destruction of Je- 
rusalem was spoken of frequently from a thousand to fifteen 
hundred years before, and that an event that had been look- 
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ed for, so long a time, was emphatically at hand even when 
sixteen years off. At the very time then, when Mr. Man- 
ford says the coming of Christ was at hand, Paul declared 
thai day shall not come, except the apostaey come first. This 
apostacy, the apostle declared to be " the man of sin " — 
" the mystery of iniquity," whom the Lord shall consume 
with the spirit of his mouth, and destroy with the brightness 
of his coming. As long then, as the apostacy or the man 
of sin is not destroyed, you may feel assured, the Lord has 
not come, for he was to destroy him with the spirit of his 
mouth and the brightness of his coming. 

In the course of the argument, I quoted 1 Thess. 4 : 14-18, 
which Mr. Manford admitted to refer to the literal resurrec- 
tion of the dead, and the personal coming of Christ. 1 con- 
tended that the apostle gives no intimation that he speaks of 
any other coming in the second letter than he had spoken of 
in the first, and that the reason why he referred to it in the 
second was especially to correct them in thinking that the day 
of Christ was at hand/ In making this admission, which 
by the way is a correct one, that the coming of the first let- 
ter will be at the resurrection, he has yielded up the whole 
question ; for there is neither reason nor. plausibility in mak- 
ing the coming of the second letter a different one from 
that of the first. Indeed the apostle alludes to his former. 
letter in the second . letter, second chapter and second verse, • 
and forbids that his former letter should be so construed as 
to say the day of Christ was at hand. This I regard as a 
triumphant argument, not affected in the least by any thing 
said in the negative. 

3. - My third argument was founded upon Acts 8: 20, 21. 
"And he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was preach- 
ed unto you : whom the heaven, must receive until the times 
of the restitution of all things, which God hath spoken by 
the mouth of his holy prophets since the world began." In 
this passage it is asserted that the heaven must receive Christ 
until th* times of the restitution of all things, which God 
hath spoken, which Universalists admit to refer to the resur- 
rection state ; but Mr. M. says that it refers to the personal 
coming at the resurrection of the dead, and admits that Christ 
has never come in the sense of this passage ; but to escape the 
difficulty, he says the coming in judgment is not a literal, 
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personal coming. To meet him here, I took the position 
that it must be the personal corning where every eye shall 
see him, and quoted the following passages : " Behold, he 
comcth with clouds, and every eye shall see him, and they 
also which pierced him ; and all kindreds of the earth shall 
wail because of him." Rev. 1 : 7. "And then shall they 
see the son of man coming in a cloud with power and 
great glory." Luke 21 : 27. The lord himself shall de- 
scend from heaven." In addition to these clear expressions, 
Mr. Manford has admitted that the Savior taught them to 
" look up to heaven and see him coming in- the clouds." 
Could 4i the Lord himself descend from heaven," and ** ev- 
ery eye see him," and could all the tribes of the earth 
mourn because of him, at any but a personal coming? 

4. My fourth argument was founded upon Luke 21 : 24. 
" And they shall fall by the edge of the sword, and shall be 
led away captive into all nations; and Jerusalem -shall be 
trodden down of the gentiles until the times of the gentiles 
be fulfilled." The falling by the edge of the sword, spoken 
of in this passage, is no doubt the destruction of Jerusalem. 
The captivity of the Jewish nation among all nations, ex- 

Ngnds up to the present time, beyond all dispute. The tread- 
ing down of Jerusalem by the gentiles, also, extends to the 
present time. - The times of the gentiles, are not ydt fulfilled. 
Well, after all this, he says, we " shall see the Son of man 
coming in a cloud with power and great glory." This pas- 
sage, the gentleman told us, without proving it, meant the 
same as the 24th of Matthew, and was all fulfilled at the de- 
struction of Jerusalem. I then showed that even the sign 
of his coming, as spoken of in Mutt. 24th, was not till after 
the destruction of the city, asd that the language of the Sa- 
vior relative to those who should say " Lo, here is Christ," 
forbids that we should believe it, which is the same as to de- 
clare that Christ was not there, and consequently that the 
coming referred to must be sought in some other direction. 
This argument still stands in all its force against any coming 
at the destruction of the city, and showing most conclusive* 
ly that the coming to judge the world is future. 

5. In the* fifth place, I showed that Mr. Manford ancT my- 
self agree in several important points. We both agree that 
the scriptures speak of a coming to judge the world. We 
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also both agree that Christ will come in person at the resurrec- 
tion. But he contends that the coming to judge the world is 
past and I contend that it is future. It \a not material so far as 
our argument is concerned, how many comings he may re- 
fer to in this world, unless he can find one which is emphat- 
ically the coming of Christ to judge the world. Nor does 
it avail anything for me to refer to a future coming, un- 
less I can show that it is connected with judgment. But as 
he admits a personal coming of Christ at the resurrection, 
any passage that I can refer to, showing that there will be 
judgment at the resurrection, will connect judgment and the 
coming of Christ, and will show that it is future. 

The first passage I quoted on this point was 2 Tim. 4: 1. 
" I charge thee therefore before God, and the Lord Jesus 
Christ, who shall judge the living and the dead at his appear- 
ing and kingdom." This was written many years after the 
establishment of the church, and was in the future when 
Paul refewed to it, and Consequently could not have been 
his coming at the commencement of his reign. The apos- 
tle says, " who shall judge . the quick and dead at his 
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This can refer to no judgment this side of the resurrection 
of the dead, for the dead cannot be judged in the kingdom 
on earth. Mr Manford has attempted no escape on this 
point, only to quote Eph. 2 : 1 ,}" dead in trespasses and sin," 
and tells us that " quick and dead " in the passage before us 
means the same. But he has no reason for saying so, and 
of course can give none. In connection with this, I quoted 
the following : " And he commanded us to preach unto the 
people, and to testily that it is he* which was ordained of 
God to be the judge of quick and dead." Acts 10: 42. — 
This, as the passage first quoted, was pronounced " dead in 
trespasses and in sins," and this was the only effort made, — 
That these passages refer to the literally living and dead, is 
as ^evident as any position can be. They both then, in 
spite of all cavil, teach that Christ shall judge the dead, 
which cannot be in this life, and must be future. 

In the same argument,! relied on the unequivocal lan- 
guage of Paul : " It is appointed unto men once to die, but 
after this the judgment." Heb. 9 : 27. The only no- 
tice the gentleman has given this, is what he said in his last 
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speech, and even there he offered no argument, but simply 
asserted that it was the figurative or sacrificial death of the 
high priest. But he could with just as much propriety, ha¥e, 
asserted that it meant any thing else. That the passage re- 
fers to the apointment of God for men once to die and after 
this be judged, is as clear and obvious as any thing can be. 
If you would put it into the hands of a thousand, who have 
never heard any dispute on the passage, they would all de- 
cide with one voice, that it meant literal death, nor can any 
one give a good reason for saying it means any thing else. 
What shows farther that it can refer to no death of the high 
priest, is the fact that the very next verse refers to the com- 
ing of Christ. We have here then, death, and after death 
the judgment and coming of Christ. If then, any language 
can establish a proposition, this language will establish mine. 
There was no coming of Christ connected with the whole 
service of the high priests, but in the passage before us a 
coming of Christ is spoken of, and it is declared to be after 
death ; and what is to the point is, that it is a coming in judg* 
meat. This coming is future beyond all dispute. . 1 have 
not gone into a lengthy refutation of my friend's position on 
this passage, such as I have frequently seen from others, be* 
cause I think his position so absurd as not to demand it. 

In order still more clearly and forcibly, if possible, to es- 
tablish the position that the world will be judged at the res- 
urrection of the dead and the personal coming of Christ, 
which Mr. Manford admits to be at the resurrection of the 
dead, I quoted the following : 

" And I saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it, 
from whose face the earth and the heaven fled away, and 
there was found no place for them. And 1 saw the dead, 
small and great, stand before^. God ; and the books were 
opened ; and another book was opened, which is the book of 
life ; and the dead were judged out of those things which 
were written in the books, according \o their works. And 
the sea gave up the dead which were in it; and death and 
hell delivered up the dead which were in them ; and they 
. were judged every man according to their works. And 
death and hell were cast into the lake, of fire. This is the 
second death. And whosoever was not found written in the 
book of life was cast into the lake of fire." Rev. 20 : 1 1-15. 
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■ In this passage we have a resurrection from the dead, de- 
isribed in the most particular manner. The sea gave up 
fee dead which were in it. Death gave up those under its 
dominion. The unseen world releases up the departed spir- 
its, all 9 both small and great stand before God and are judg- 
ed. How is all this to be applied to those dead in sins? — 
Persons dead in sins, and alive in body, do not get into the 
unseen world. I have already shown that Universalists ad- 
mit that death will be destroyed at the resurrection, and in 
this passage it is stated that death and hell were cast into the 
lake of fire. Here then is the destruction of death at the 
resurrection of the dead, and John proceeds in a very few 
words afterwards, to inform us that there will be no more 
death. Here too, after the resurrection of the dead, we are 
informed that those not written in the book of life, are cast 
into the lake of fire. 

This passage bids defiance to all cavil. It represents the 
king as seated upon the throne, and the dead, small and 
great, assembled before him, and every man rewarded accor- 
ding to their works. Just so certain as this refers to the res- 
urrection of the dead, the judgment and the coming of Christ, 
•re future, and will be at the resurrection of the dead. — 
What has Mr. M. done with this passage? Nothing, only 
to assert in a kind of whole-sale way, as he he has generally, 
done, when pressed, that it refers to the coming at the begin- 
ing of Christ's reign on earth. Thus he has John contem- 
plating judgment in the future, some sixty-five years after the 
beginning of the reign of God on earth. Yes, according to 
some of his doctrine, since the commencement of this de- 
bate, the judgment was past some sixty-five years with the 
coming of Christ, but John is looking for it in the future. — 
But the placing of it at the resurrection of the dead, which 
be admits to be at the personal appearing of Christ, fixes the 
whole question beyond all dispute. Mr. Manford became so 
alarmed by the fear of hell and the smell of brimstone while 
on this point, that he actually told us that the holy city that 
he speaks of in the same connection, where " there shall be 
no more death, nor sorrow, nor pain, and all tears shall be 
wiped away," was the church that was established on earth! 
When a man is driven to such an alternative as. this, his case 
needs but little comment. It will be understood. 
7 
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As another proof on the same point, I quoted the fQl^owpg: 

"Marvel not at this : for the hour is coming, in the. which 
all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come 
forth; they that have done good, unto the resurrection of life, 
and they that have done evil unto the resurrection of damna- 
tion." John 5: 28, 29. 

This is one of the most clear and plain passages in the 
whole bible on a literal resurrection from the dead, And as it 
refers to the resurrection of the dead, it refers to the personal 
coming of Christ ; and as some come forth to the resurrec- 
tion of life, and some come forth to the resurrection of dam- 
nation, it implies a judgment. We have here, then, the re- 
surrection, the coming of Christ, and judgment, altogether. — 
The only escape Mr. Manford has attempted on this passage, 
is to assert that this resurrection is from a state of sin. This 
I have sufficiently examined in the forepart of this speech. — 
On this point, my friend has been driven to say virtually that 
"the resurrection unto life" is past, to escape a judgment to 
come. Yet, little as he has done with this passage, the fate 
of his whole theory hangs upon his effort. Just as sure as 
this passage refers to a literal resurrection, that sure his whole 
theory is ruined. No argument from any other passage can 
Bave it. What an effort for his entire system to hang upon! 

While on this same point, I quoted the following : "But 
when thou makest a feast, call the poor, the maimed, the lame, 
the blind ; and thou shalt be blessed ; for they cannot recom- 
pense thee, for thou shalt be recompensed at the resurrection 
of the just." Luke 14; 15, 14. 

Tshowed that the Savior here speaks of the "resurrection 
of the just," in almost the same words that Paul does, Acts 
24: 16, where he speaks of "a resurrection both of the just 
and unjust." Yet, this latter is admitted by Universalists, to 
refer to the literal resurrection of the dead, but the former, 
Mr. Manford refers to a resurrection from a grave of sin, and 
contrary to the teaching of Christ, who only promised tribula- 
tion in this world, contends that the good will be recompensed 
at the resurrection of the just in this life ! Were it not for 
the 15th of 1st Corinthians, and one or two passages more, 
he would deny that a liters^ resurrection is spoken of in the 
whole Bible. Such is the issue that any man must inevitably 
be driven to, who denies that the coming of Christ is future, 
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Even "the resurrection of the just" must be tortured to mean 
sotne thing in this life, to escape a recompense at the resur- 
rection ot the dead, as is clearly taught in this passage of the 
word of God. Yes, "the resurrection unto life" and "the 
resurrection of the just" must be explained all to be past, to 
save Universalists from the fear of hell ! 

I have shown by the similarity of expression, in the 24th 
and 25th of Matt., the 21st of Luke, the 15th of 1 Cor., and 
2 Thess., Heb. 9th, and other passages, that they all evidently 
refer to the same coming of Christ and the same judgment. 
Christ is spoken of in many places as being accompanied 
by all the holy angels, and this too in the same passages, 
wh§re the clouds of heaven are mentioned. Accompanying 
the same expressions, we find flaming fire, and vengeance 
being taken on them that know not God and obey not the 
gospel. Some of these passages connect the coming' of 
Christ and the resurrection of the dead, and consequently 
you have all these various events connected together at the, 
coining of Christ to judge the world. 

T7ie plan of Universalism is to select a few passages whera 
nothing is said about judgment or punishment, and call that 
a different coming, and a different resurrection from all the 
others. But no man ever did give a good reason for such a 
course, and no man ever can. The only reason for making 
two comings, is to try to escape hell. When men are driven 
to such a desperate course from the fear of hell, they certainly 
are troubled more with fear than most men. 

7. 1 have called upon Mr. Manford again and again, to 
tell us what the judgment was. He has referred to a judg- 
ment which he allows was before the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, but he would not say it was the judgment. He has 
frequently referred to the destruction of the Jews, but this, he 
says, was not the judgment. Well, what is the judgment ? 
He has not, and he cannot tell what ! Still he, at times, 
appears cortain that it is past. Yet he admits that it is future, 
at times. I am therefore at a loss to know what he means by 
judgment. There is something spoken of emphatically in the 
Scriptures called the judgment. This event he has not re- 
ferred to, and will not. He neffcnot refer to the destruction 
of Jerusalem, for this, he says, is not it. Where, then, or 
whatjs his judgment? 
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When the Lord says, "we shall all stand before the judg- 
ment-seat of Christ," he did not refer to standing at any judg- 
ment-seat at Jerusalem, for he said it to those not concerned 
with what occurred at Jerusalem, but to those living in the 
city of Rome. Wonderful logic, this Universalian logic, tru- 
ly ! It would represent the Lord as threatening the Somans 
with judgment, with flaming fire, with vengeance, &c, &c, 
when he really meant nothing but the destruction of a city 
more than one thousand miles distant, from all of which they 
were in no more danger than a Friend Quaker here is from 
the taking of the city of Mexico ! What a bundle of non- 
sense ! See also the apostle writing to the Thessalonians, of 
the coming of the Lord ! Does he mean the destruction of 
Jerusalem ? What danger were tjiey in from that event ? — 
The same is applicable to all the letters addressed to those 
churches remote from Jerusalem. 

Fellow-citizens and neighbors : You have listened with 
the most profound attention to the arguments I have offered 
to show that the coming of Christ to judge the world is future. 
In view of the solemn declarations of the word of God to 
which I have referred you, I am confident that you feel as 
certain that the coming of Christ to judge our race is future, 
as you do that the Bible is a revelation from God ; and when 
you shall lay down your mortal bodies, you will feel the 
same assurance of judgment at the resurrection of the dead 
and the coming of Christ, that you do of a resurrection from 
the dead. 

You have heard what Mr. Manford could say in opposition 
to this clear and explicit doctrine of the holy Scriptures, and. 
you must feel satisfied that the evasions he has made are of 
a character too weak for an intelligent man to risk his repu- 
tation as a man of clear mind upon, to say nothing of the 
salvation of his soul. I am certain you will not receive such 
miserable contradictions and absurdities. I am certain that 
you cannot harbor them in preference to the truth of God. 

I say then, that after giving the most careful attention to 
the study of the holy book in my power, for a goodly num- 
ber of years, I am compelled by honest conviction, and by 
every candid impulse, to aswn-e you that we may most cer- 
tainly expect to be judged after death. What manner of per- 
sons ought we then to be in all holy conversation and godli- 
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ness, looking for and hastening unto the coming of the day 
of God. Let us not inquire " where is the promise of his 
coming 1 " but remember that " the heavens and the earth 
which are now are reserved unto fire against the day of 

JUDGMENT AND PERDITION OF UN&ODLY MEN." . 

[ Time expired.] 



MR. MANFORD'3 CLOSING SPEECH. 



My Friends : 

The first thing I shall do will be to notice what Mr. Frank- 
lin said in his last speech, and also some things that he did 
not say y after which I will proceed to a brief recapitulation. 

The gentleman continues to reiterate his stereotyped false- 
hood, (and he knows it to be such as well as you or 1 do*) 
that I am angry. I have remarked that he looks as shamed 
as a whipped dog when he comes to that place in his speeches, 
for he well knows that he is slandering me, and he also is 
well aware that you know it. The gentleman is well under- 
stood by this congregation. He tells that story only when he 
is "a used up man," sticking in the mud of partial ism at the 
head of Salt River. Then, when he ought to be saying his 
prayers, he blazes away about my being mad ! I expect we 
shall hear that song through the debate, for it is a cry of dis- 
tress. 

I will notice what he said about my reference to collateral 
authority. He allows that when I have "nothing else to say-' 
I can spend my time "in reading from Dr. Clarke, A. Camp- 
bell, and Dr. George Campbell and others ;" and that I am 
" not willing to rely upon my own arguments," consequently 
that I " spend my time in trying to make this audience be- 
lieve that these great men are with me, and thus gain their 
influence to support what they looked upon as the most silly 
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and contemptible nonsense ever uttered ! " &c.y&c. Now, 
my friends, all this is easily enough said ; but will it be as 
easily believed by this audience ? 

In the first place, then, I remark that I have not been try 
ing to make this audience believe that " these great men " 
ware Universalists ; every body knows they were not. Nei- 
ther have I tried to "gain their influence to support " Uni- 
versalism, or as the gentleman terms it, " what they looked 
upon as the most silly and contemptible nonsense ever utter- 
ed." The question is not Universalism ; but the coming of 
the son of man to judgment ; and on this question I have not 
simply been " trying to make you believe that these great 
men are with me," but I have been showing you that they 
are, without any doubt, with me— that they agree with me, 
and with Universalists, in the application of certain passages 
about which Mr. Franklin and I have been disputing. 

He says he is " not to be led off from the true issue to de- 
fend Dr. Clarke, A. Campbell, or any one else ! " Now be 
it known to the gentleman, and to this audience, that nobody 
wished him to be thus " led off," or to " defend" these men ! 
They need none of his defence ! They can defend them-- 
selves. He accuses me of " twisting the words of these great 
men into the support of Universalism, " and of making "gar- 
bled* perversions " from their writings 1 I deny the charge, 
and hurl it back upon the author as being an imputation both 
false and wicked ? • Why did not the gentleman show wheref- 
in 1 4A twisted" their language, or made "garbled perversions?" 
#e knew better ; he knew he could not ! I teH you now, 
right in the face of his false and contemptible imputation, that 
A quoted all these men correctly — and this Mr. Franklin 
knows, if he knows anything about their writings. But it 
was easier for him to say what he did than to prove it ! 

But he says I am not willing (like him, I suppose,) ta rely 
upon my own arguments, and hence I appeal to other men. 
Bkit why did I do so? I will tell you. Mr. Franklin takes 
up a passage and says it means so and so — that it applies to a 
future judgment, for instance. I deny his application of the 
passage. He affirms that he is right, and wishes you to take 
his word for it. I affirm with equal assurance that I am 
right, and think that my word is as good as his. Now* to 
show yem that he must be wrong, and that I must be right, 1 
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appeal to some half dozen eminent commentators and theolo- 
gians, and among them Alexander Campbell himself— believ- 
ers in future judgment and endless" punishment, all of whom 
agree with me in the application of the passage in dispute. 
It is true I might rely solely upon my own arguments, for I 
believe that in every instance I have shown by incontrovert- 
ible argument, that my friend has misapplied his proof-texts, 
as wel 1 as other passages to which he has referred. But I wish 
to make "assurance doubly sure," so as to satisfy you be- 
yond all doubt that I am correct, and that the notion that 
Christ is yet to come to judge the world is not only without 
evidence, but is directly contrary to the plain word of God. 
The evidence of these men is the more valuable from the 
fact that they all believed in future and endless punishment. 
Had there been any way to apply those passages which speak 
of Christ's coming in judgment, &c, to the future world, 
consistent with candor and honesty, they undoubtedly would 
have done so; but seeing and understanding their true applica- 
tion and meaning, they were too honest not to declare it. 
But why does not Mr. Franklin refer to commentators to 
sustain him in his views ?- The reason is very plain— ho 
cannot find any who will agree with him ! But then, in or- 
der to be even with me, he would have to quote from Uni- 
versalists to prove his positions. I quote from men on his 
side — from Partialists; he should quote from men on my 
side — from Universalists. But this he cannot do ; and what 
is still worse for him, he can find but few, if any, even 
among his own commentators and writers, that will agree, 
with him! This is precisely his situation. No wonder he 
make9 a fuss about my appealing to commentators. Let 
him do so, if he can. 

In regard to the. propriety of doing so, I ask if it is 
not done, more or less, in all debates in Christendom ? See 
the many debates between Mr. Campbell and his party, and 
their opponents, the Pedo-baptists. Mr. Franklin, I venture 
to say, would not have such a repugnance to the testimony 
of commentators, if he could only find some who would tes- 
tify in his favor. This is the secret of the matter, my 
friends. But notwithstanding the gentleman's repugnance, 
I shall continue to quote from commentators and eminent 
theologians, whenever I deem it advisable, during the pro* 
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gress of this debate. I not only claim it as a privilege so to 
do, but. I hold it to be my duty to let you know what 
other eminent divines say, besides Mr. Franklin and myself 
— and especially in regard to points on which he and I 
differ. I shall not ask you to take my word simply, but on 
all important questions between us, in regard to the meaning 
and application of certain texts, or the definition of certain 
words, I will sustain my position by the testimony of other 
and more eminent men. You can then judge* between us. 

The gentleman next says, that he "only asserts what most 
of this audience well know," when he asserts that I have 
"done little more than assert that I proved this, that and the 
other, a few dozen times." He surely takes a good deal 
upon himself when he says this audience, knows all this! 
Suppose I say this audience knows that he has done but little 
more than assert this, that and the other, throughout this 
whole day. Have I not as good grounds for saying so, as he 
has for his assertion? Where did you ever see a man who 
was better at making assertions, than my opponent ? And 
where did you ever hear more plain, unsophisticated, bald- 
faced assertions in the same length of time, than you heard 
from the gentleman during his last speech ? My friends, 
this debate is going to be printed in a book, and you can then 
during your leisure moments, uninfluenced by excitement or 
prejudice, look over and review our speeches ; and if you do 
not then say that the gentleman's last speech caps the climax 
for "assertions" without proof, I am very certain you will at 
least say, that he should be the last man in the world to say 
any thing about other people's "assertions!" Policy, at 
least, would require that he should be still on this point! 
But after all, my friend, you are to decide who deals most in 
assertions, and who in argument. 1 appeal to you, and 
those who may read our debate. 

But, the gentleman says I have "had judgment to com- 
mence at the destruction of Jerusalem, and the establish- 
ment of the church at the same time" — then I had judgment 
before the destruction of Jerusalem" — and then "in my 
last speech, admitted that the church was established at 
Pentecost," &c. Now, I will tell you what I have "had," 
my friends. I have had a judgment — "the judgment of 
the Ancient of days," before the destruction of Jerusalem. 
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This was previous to the commencement of Christ's reign — 
ibe "judgment to which Daniel, (chapter 7,) refers to, which 
took place before "one like the Son of Man came to the 
Ancient of days" to receive a kingdom. Then I had 
another "judgment" at the destruction of Jerusalem — and 
this was the first judgment under the Messiah's reign : 
the commencement of. the judgment of the world, by the 
Son of Man. Previous to this time, God the Father had 
judged the world ; then, and since then, all judgment was, 
and has been, committed to the Son. The difference be- 
tween us, is this: Mr. Franklin seems to have but one idea on 
the subject of judgment, and every time the word "judgment" 
occurs, he becomes frightened, and concludes that it means 
an awful judgment at the end of time, when all the de- 
scendents of Adam, will be assembled somewhere or other in 
the vast universe of God, to hear their final doom T While 
I, (and I think with some degree of rationality,) believe 
in many judgments ; that there were many very signal judg- 
ments, even before that dreadful judgment which resulted 
in the destruction of Jerusalem! and that these judg- 
ments were executed by the Father, except the latter, which 
was executed by the Son, and is denominated in scripture lan- 
guage, the "coming of the Son of Man, in power and great 
glory," "in the clouds of heaven," "in His kingdom," &c>, 
&c; so called probably, because it was the first judgment 
under his reign. 

In regard to "the church" being established or in exist- 
ence previous to the triumphant establishment of " the 
kingdom," I read in my last an extract from Mr. Campbell's 
"Christianity Restored," showing that "as the erection of 
the Jewish tabernacle was the work of some time," "so was 
the complete erection of the new temple of God," &c. 1 
shall have occasion to refer to this quotation again before 
I sit down ; but I beg to read another extract from the same 
book, (page 175,) which bears more directly on this point. 
"The communities," says Mr. Campbell, "collected and 
set in order by the apostles, were called the congregation Of 
Christ, and all these taken together are sometimes called the 
kingdom of God. But the phrases, "Church of God" or con- 
gregation of Christ," and the phrases, "kingdom of heaven*" 
or "kingdom of God," do not always, nor exactly represent the 
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same thing." So the gentleman should be careful and 
not confound "the church" and "the kingdom," when they 
do not mean the same thing. The church, properly so 
called, was in existence many years before the destruction of 
Jerusalem, but it was not until then that Christ come in 
his kingdom, or commenced his judgment ; and whenever 
Universalists speak of the church being established at the "de- 
struction of Jerusalem," or "coming of the Son of. Man," they 
use the word church in the sense of kingdom, and not in the 
sense of congregation 

The gentleman next refers to Matt. 16 : 27, 28, and says 
he " was perfectly astonished to see me so confused by the 
few words he had said " on that passage ! Now, he could 
not have been more astonished than I was to hear him make 
this declaration ! Confused, indeed ! When have I exhibited 
any symptoms of being confused ? The man must be crazy 
from self-conceit, or else is perfectly reckless of what he 
says ! I have no consciousness of being confused from 
any thing he has said on this passage, or any other ; neither 
have I any fears that I shall be from any thing he may yet 
say, during this debate. He is particularly astonished that 
I fehould " deny that there arfe two verses," when I had" all 
along spoken of two verses." Does he not know that when 
I spoke of two verses, I did so in conformity to the modern 
arrangement of the text into verses 1 — and that when I denied 
there being two verses in reality, I did so in reference to the 
original order in which the text was written 1 Most assuredly 
the gentleman knew all this. For a man to talk as Mr. 
Franklin did, after hearing what I said on this subject, he 
must be somewhat deficient, either in conscience or under- 
standing ! — I leave you to judge which. 

And now in regard to this passage in Matt. 16 — I ask in 
the name of high . heaven, what has the man said? Not 
what has he said at which I should be " confused," — but 
what has he said in order to sustain his wild and unnatural 
position ? Take all he has said, from beginning to end, and 
put it together, and make as much of it as you possibly Can, 
and 7 solemnly aver that it amounts to nothing more than a 
pitiful begging the question ! He says the ' two verses, ' or 
as the passage was originally spoken and written, the twb 
se7ttences f Tem to two different events — the latter one to an 
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jvent which passed near two thousand years ago ! and the 
brmer one to an event which is yet in the future ! And what 
evidence or argument does he offer in favor of this position 1 
Why, first: It is so, because it is so ; and, second ; it is rea- 
sonable to suppose so ! And because I took it for granted 
hat the man was in earnest, and went to work and exposed 
lis unnatural and untenable position, and appealed to a num- 
ber of commentators to show you that I was not alone, but 
lad the whole weight of orthodox authority on my side, why, 
tie says I was "confused," and that I was " not willing to 
rely upon my own arguments 1 " How very contemptible is 
such a course ! 

But I deny his argument. I deny, first, that it is so ; and, 
second, that it is reasonable to suppose so ! And here, in 
these few words I have offered as good an argument, and as 
much proof, as Mr. Franklin has in all he has said in favor 
of his position. 

But I proceed to remark, first, that facts are against him. 
1st. There are not " two verses " in the original text. The 
passage is composed of two closely connected sentences, 
spoken at the same moment, and in reference to the same 
tfung. 2d. The first sentence, (or what is the 27th verse in 
the common version) does not refer to " the final judgment " 
in etelrnity, because there is no such judgment taught or 
referred to in the Bible. 3d. It refers to the same judgment 
that the second sentence, or 28th verse refers to, which was 
to take place, or commence, when the Son of man should 
come in his kingdom. " " . 

Second. Reason and common sense are against him. The 
plain reading of the passage shows that but one judgment 
and one event is referred to in both sentences. Let us read 
the passage just as it occurs in the original text : " For the 
Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father, with his 
angels ; and then he shall reward every man according' to 
his works. Verily I say unto you, there be some standing 
here which shall not taste of death, till they see the Son of 
man coming in his kingdom." Now, I venture the assertion 
that there is not one man in ten thousand, the world over, 
who, uninfluenced by preconceived opinion, would read this 
passage and come to any other conclusion than that the 
whole of it referred to but one and the same " coming." Not 
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an intimation is given by the Savior that a part of it refers to 
a coming which was then thousands of years distant, while 
the balance meant a coming which would be in the life time 
of some who stood by ! But on the contrary, the very nature 
of the language shows that but one event is alluded to. The 
fact is first declared, that the Son of man shall come in the 
glory of his Father, with his angels, &c, and then to make 
the matter appear more certain and definite, it is added : 
" Verily 1 say unto you, there be some standing here 
who shall not taste of death till they see the Son of man thus 
coming," or, which is the same, " till they see him' coming 
in his kingdom." 

I remark, in the third place, that the amount of learned au- 
thority is against such a division of the passage. In my last 
I gave you the testimony of Dr. Clarke, Wynne, Bishop 
Pearce, for. Hammond, Knatchbull, Rosenmuller, and Light- 
foot — all orthodox commentators, — who understand both sen- 
tences as referring to the same event, and that the coming of 
Christ at the destruction of Jerusalem. I might have added 
as many more, had I deemed it necessary. But had I added 
the testimony of every commentator and learned divine in 
Christendom, it would have been the same with Mr. Frank- 
lin. What cares he for the opinions of other men ! He 
would have said I was confused, or angry, and was afraid 
to rely upon my own arguments ! But I tell the gentleman 
that the testimony of these " great men " forms a part of ray 
argument. 

In conclusion, I remark, that no man can divide these two 
sentences and refer them to two different events, without 
doing violence to every rule of language, and to the plain 
word of God. This I maintain boldly in the face of the 
world, for I know I am correct, No man can offer the fast 
shadow of a reason for such a division of the passage, except 
an anxiety and determined disposition to support the unrea- 
sonable, unscriptural, heathenish, hellish, and damnable no- 
tion of a general judgment beyond death ! And the most 
that ever has been said, or ever can be said, in favor of such 
a division, amounts to nothing more than a downright begging 
of the question ! — and begging it, too, in the face of facts, 
reason, common sense, and the weight of learned authority ! 
This is all I shall say on this subject. 
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There is another point which Mr. Franklin, throughout 
this day, has taken for granted, which I unequivocally deny. 
It is that "the coming of Christ to commence his reign," 
took place on the day of Pentecost. Hence in reference 
to the passage in 2 Tim. 4: 1, "who shall judge the quick 
and the dead at his appearing in his kingdom," he says "the 
coming in his "kingdom to commence his reign had passed 
some thirty years, when Paul uttered the^e-awords." Now, 
the even! which took place on the day of Pentecost, is 
no ^vhere in the scriptures, called "the coming of the Son 
of Man," nor "coming in his kingdom," nor "coming to 
commence his reign!" And in the entire absence of such 
language being applied to that event, and in view of the fact that 
this language refers to the "coming of Christ" at the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, and is so understood by nine-tenths of the 
best commentators and theologians in Christendom, I have 
denied the gentleman's position. Nevertheless, he persists in 
taking it for granted that he is correct, as though nothing 
had been said, and without giving the first particle of evidence 
that he is correct ! I protest against such proceedings ! 
The coming of Christ in his kingdom, did not take place 
on the day of Pentecost ; and therefore the coming in his 
kingdom to commence his reign, had not passed some thirty 
years when Paul uttered these words ! This event was 
still future afthat time; and the apostle simply meant that 
when Christ should appear in his kingdom — should enter 
upon his reign, he. would judge both the righteous and the 
wicked. Similar language is found in 1 Pet. 4: 17, "For the 
time is" come that judgment must begin at the house 
of God ; and if it first begin at us, what shall the end be of 
them that obey not the gospel of God ?" This language was 
written but a few years before the destruction of Jerusalem ; 
and in the same chapter and but a few verses before, 
the apostle says: "But the end of all things is at hand, 
be ye therefore sober, andr watch unto prayer." 

The gentleman says he has "called on me \o tell him 
when the judgment passed, if indeed it be passed," and then 
adds, that I "admit that it is not passed, but is future, and thus 
give up the whole dispute!" Now, what an abominable mis- 
representation was this I Have I not said all along that 
Christ's judgment was to be co-extensive with his reign ? and 
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that his judgment could not be passed, thai is, completfed,ifi- 
less he has closed his reign t 1 showed very conclusively 
that one judgment was passed — the "judgment of the Ancient 
of days," which preceded the commencement of Christ's 
reign, and consequently the commencement cf his judgment; 
but the question, my friends, is not whether the judgment 
is passed or future, but whether the coming o£ Christ to com- 
mence his judgment, is past of future. This is the question, 
and I hope you will not lose sight of it. Thk coming I 
maintain to be past— that it took place when he entered upon 
his reign, and commenced his judgment by punishing the 
Jews ; but that his judgment will not be passed or completed, 
till he has finished his reign, and shall deliver up the king- 
dom to his Father. 

In reference to the passage in John 5: 28, 29, it is not ne- 
cessary for me to say much, of to go over the subject again. 
Sufficient was said in my last to show to any reasonable mind 
that this passage does not refer to the immortal resurrection. 
Take the passage in its connection, and compare it with Dan. 
12: 1, which is admitted by all commentators, theologians,, 
and writers of any note to be a parallel passage, and you will 
have no difficulty in seeing that the event to which the Savior 
alluded, has long since transpired. In the 24th verse we 
read : "Verily I say unto you, he that heareth my word, and be- 
lieveth on Him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall not 
come into condemnation ; but is passed from death unto life." 
This language, as no one will dispute, must be understood in 
a moral sense. The next verse reads, "Verily, verily I say 
unto you, the hour is coming,' and now is, when thjp dead 
shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and they that hear 
shall live." Here the same subject is continued? — the same 
moral resurrection and moral life being intended, which 
no one who has any regard for. his reputation, will deny. 
The Savior continues, and in verse 28 says, "Marvel not at 
this, for the hour is coming, (approaching, near by, for this 
is the meaning of the original) in which all that are* in 
the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth, they that 
have done good to the resurrection of life, and they that have 
done evil, to the resurrection of condemnation." Let us 
now turn to the 12th of Dan. "And at that time shall Michael 
■stand up, the great prince which stan4Jeth for the chil- 
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4ren of thy people, and there shall be a time of trouble, such 
as never was since there was a nation, even to that same 
time; and at that time thy people shall be delivered, every 
one that shall be found written in the book. And many 
of them that sleep in the dust of the earth, shall awake, 
s6me to everlasting life, -and some to shame and everlasting 
contempt," — Dan. 12: 1, 2. This, undoubtedly, refers to 
the same thing, the same event that is referred to in John 5: 
fc8, 29— so acknowledged by the whole theological world. 
Well, all we have to do, is to ascertain when this "time 
of trouble" was to take place, and then we shall know when 
this great moral resurrection was to take place. In Matt. 
24: 21, in direct reference to the dreadful calamities soon to 
come upon Jerusalem and the Jewish nation, we have 
the following language of the Savior: "For then shall 
be great tribulation, such as was not since the beginning 
of the world to this time,, no nor ever shall be." Here then 
is the same "time of trouble" alluded to by Daniel ; and 
at this time of trouble, this great moral awakening or resur- 
rection was to take place. Further comment is unnecessary. 

The getftleman's interpretation of Heb. 9: 27, 28, destroys 
the whole force of the apostle's argument. 

Let any one read the whole of that chapter, and he will 
perceive that throughout, the apostle draws the contrast be- 
tween Christ and his priestly office, under the new covenant— 
and the priests and their, office under the old covenant. The 
whole ebapter is devoted to this subject, and to nothing else. 
The apostle then closes the chapter in tjjie following words : 
"And as it is appointed unto men {tots anthropios) once 
to die, but after this the judgment; so Christ was once offered 
to bear the sins of many ; and unto them that look for him 
shall he appear the second time, without sin (or a sin offering) 
unto salvation." Now, how was Christ "offered to bear the 
sine of many?" . Why so— that is, just as it was once "ap- 
pointed" for these men to die or to be "offered" in their sac- 
rifices. And as "these men," the priests under the old cov- 
enant, after offering their sacrifices and making intercessions 
for the people in the sanctum sanctorum, returned and ap- 
peared to the waiting multitude without, to them who were 
looking for. them, and pronounced the "judgment," the de- 
cision or justification ; so Christ, after being offered to bear 
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the sins of rpany, and passed into the Holy of Holies, into 
Heaven itself, was to appear the second time (the Same as 
these men, the priests, appeared) without sin unto salvation, 
to them that look for him. This matter is so plain that it 
seems to me no man who is blessed with a common under- 
standing can fail to see it ! . I have not time, neither is it ne- 
cessary, to argue this point any further. All I ask of you, my 
friends, is to read the whole of the chapter (the 9th of Heb.) 
and I will lisk your decision. Indeed, I would risk my whole 
faith upon the fact that the interpretation I have given is cor- 
rect. The passage, I affirm, will admit of no other inter- 
pretation. 

I will now proceed to notice, briefly, by way of recapitula- 
tion, what Mr. Franklin has done during this day's debate, 
and what he has not done ; and we shall then be able to see 
how the matter stands. 

The gentleman's first argument was founded on 2 Pet. 3: '11, 
12— "Seeing then that all these things shall be dissolved, what 
manner of persons ought ye to be in all holy conversation 
and godliness ; looking for and hasting unto the coming of the 
day of God, wherein the heavens being on fire shall be dis- 
solved," &c. It was shown that not only the context but this 
very passage itself is opposed to the gentleman's views, and 
not only so, but that it furnishes one of the strongest proofs 
in my favor. Let us briefly notice the context. The apostle 
commences this chapter by saying that he wrote this sec- 
ond epistle to put them in remembrance "of the words which 
were spoken before" by the "prophets," &c, concerning 
"scoffers" — "knowing this first, that there shall come in the 
last days scoffers, walking after their own lusts, saying, where 
is the promise of his coming? [Now why caution his brethren 
against these "scoffers," if there was no "promise of his 
coming" at that time or in their lifetime? Yes, why?] The 
next verse shows that these "scoffers" were then in existence. 
"For this they (the "scoffers") willingly are ignorant of" — 
not will be some two thousand years hence, but are now* ig- 
norant. This same apostle, in his first epistle, (ch. 4: 7) says 
to his brethren, "but the end of all things is at hand ; be ye 
therefore sober, and watch unto prayer." Who did he mean 
by "ye," that were to watch for the "end of all things?" And 
do not "the end of all things" and "the last days" refer to 
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a^tij^v^antpjticie? So' much then for the gentleman's 

/Notie4 that fchsrapostleria writihg to his ''beloved" brethren, 
audita ijabotJyvelfl»;'>attd alsorbearr in raiad that this epistia 
wa^ifritten bufca short; tkne heic*e:th«: destruction of Jerusa- 
lem ^ancyjie <rfdieGO»obfiy : ^Seeing then that cell these things 
(of fthiflh he hid. Just spokeri) dfaallbe dissolved, what rnun- 
nehftfi |««PPtt&(Wgf^ii^E-ta;:bfir*-4aoking> for and hastening/; 
us&ft^otoii^f the; days, of Gad," &c> lathe ••next verse^ 
he $9&tia4fety ^Newentbeless, ,we? according to hig jirernieev r 
loofcft>nja n.*tf iwaveal . and » a ' hewreacth, > wjrenein - dweltetfc - 
righteou^ftQssU .whsrefoife^ rayi)elav€&* seeing ^ that ye ;lbok : » 
fornfU0hjAitoga, bet d&gent that y'e may be ; foundof bim in-" 
peaos^ithotfttipefo andrUaeaetesa^' Ihthe 17th v#rse heagaift - 
wa?|i)9j|^ra'agaiil$t -the Coffers,-' which Jie terms "the wick-- 1 
*<&' M^d^tbei^fc^^helar^fi^emgyelqnow these ' tbirigs'-be*'-'" 
fore, beware lest ye also^ being Jea away: with th« T error 0f the*' 
wjfljfqd, foil >Qtn yewiciwn steadfastness." In- 1 •. John 2 : 48, 
weyhsa*© lb^foil'owM%' language : :.-'!' Littte ^hiidreii,' it- is th*£ ' \ 
laa^^ii^t.ftndoas'yeijhaw Jieard rthat aii^Ohristishall eomep 
euao; iMW/ afcth&re niany !ami-Qb«stsi; wherefejr w^ KNOW 1 
that,fo^,the!la*tft$me^ ^ This Was written trot a few nTionths^' 
b^re thflideatrustiaaof Jerusalein, and cbrresp&ncfeireinark-^ 
ab^r>fWr thea4manititm of! the .apostle Peter, which we -hive - 
jus.Vjfteti. "iThe ^lastydays,!,' >* last HmeapJ and «end of J all.; 
th{|^,n;fiBBsV$ign^ vbry apprb-t'i 

priwiely/^ppJ^dtQ^tteiiastdiays.of the" Jfewishwonidiy; and ;r 
thcf f «iMi>aC:iiJl.thuig^beiongilig'tdiihe old instittftkh^ o^^he-oid - 

JBtttiI^»Hm:8ay { something about the **nulting of the de-' ; 
mfDlftrr-lb^ hq*«ens*b€a3ftg cm Are Jand^beiagdi^d^idi-^jia^s- •' 
ing^way \ffitk' a ^wtinoifle-M^^ eatth and the things therein • 
be^ilfl*ra*w \*£<H4feq.*M' Mr! Franklin thmk^^lhfea^ are maW • ' 
te*fto&*otf g»e%t «njforta'6ce to faavfe gone ^without any one " 
beiftg^Wftt^ v&rxt to their fdlfilment o|i> the ^plages of history : ,v ' 
NoiWr.4oe6.Qp.t ttogtofottan kn^ibct^^reut^d^fticttion* ; 
on earth* «3p^ji^ly in whichthe Jewish pftopld Were co^ceru- 
ed^flto , eo,4e^aribeil 1 -'fey Hewrsfar writers and fr^phet^iti jtfet'- 
suph^iajflgua^/aaLibw? In tha language Of D»r . Clairke on : 
tbisu^bjeA^i-^The- fell of Bdi^ott^iit i*jjf#s«n«* ^y^lhe ' r 
stars and constellations of heaven withdrawing their li^htl— » 

8 
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and the sun and moon being darkened. See Isa. 13 : 9, 10. 
The destruction! of Egypt* by the heivehs being wve*ed f * the 
sun enveloped in a cloud, and the moon withholding fieri 
light. See Kzek. 3S: % 8J ; ;Tfae/(k»trttc^orr of the Jews by 
Antiochus Epiphanes* is represented by casting down some 
of the host of heaven iand its* *tair* to tb> ground . See Dan. 
8 ; 10. And this- irerjr t destruction of Jeamsaleih' ( Matt. **) 
is represented by the prophet .ik>el; oh. 2 r 30, 31 i by shdwfo£ 
wonders in Heaven and in earth, darkening the 9Un y and turn- 
ing the wioottintri blood/'. This igeneral mode p£ describing 
these jiMlgmenta; leanres no room to doubt the propriety' of h*- 
application iniheipresent eaaeJ'-^-Qom. in Matt. fcfen 4n3on^ 
fojwuty* thea, to ttepro^b^boise of language, there i* « no 
i'qqoi iO'dpubt the piripmety'? ©ft the apostle's use of such Ian- ' 
g UAge Jn. referenxva to the psasdog sway of theuold itewteh < 
heavens-aiid eartb, and thia.estabfishment of the new heavens' 
andjetarth*' josdbe gospiei cbspeiBab^ which is evidently all - 1 
he: i^e^t by- this highly .wro^bt language. - 

.Jto'.FriM&un^^^ f,3. This ' 

pa«sa§$ haategni abowir lb favor my pofcition instead of hb. 
TJ*ft y^ylftngujig^ jof^theiteirt bhows that tli^^coining ^f the : 
Lotttt'wiSr to Wiathe lifeiiiooof (hose to whom it was ad- ■ 
dressed, '.^NowMflB feeseoelii'Y/OH^breihrenvby the earning' 
of'.pur.l^rd Jeera£hristv«n-d by our gWlwring log^ther afit^ 
him^l' -6*0* . Kojr^-wh^re ihefpopri&tyrrjf be«eechhig TttEtf - 
by t the. jcfrnangbafc Chris*, if that vornftg •was^fiot *>be 4tftitelt - i 
lifetitnej. vTb^w^rrtenfr^-cxflidiisi^e, and! def^ mortal ^tfi- 
to "avoift iti, oButiaaysl Mrj R,,c«/elUaciaiwuage^ ••**& **ift&*~ ; > 
oi^a^rjj fce^yeiefB.tt^ 

and because the apostle tells them not to "be troubled — esdvat • 
therd^^f 'Ghfhftliariat bwd,H tD'^Iet lioc^an^^^e^TkfiM 
by.^^ jafeaafe^ tbat^afy-ahaiRncrt >pome eeacepf (W -until)'-; 
th$re c$ir# ajfelftng^*^ 

ecUV Nqw, 4hr ye^ ^borttmielthat tta.p&skge wW'Witle* ■ 
^before the, -^t*uwiii;<pf •ieriisaie2xi. ,,< 1iftppexto ^t$ to «lto«f '^ 
sixtefa yeAftt>; effld'tbc [•; a^bsderrn^ght^ anddidyv^^'pro^rty : 
teli; ihftfflT »0* to£$*j(ttwMw4>#; as though the* ftfyttf *o*tt- '- 
ing. : of ^&yw^ tTheowtaote |>f Ul«*i4aBgu«ge - 

sh$$s ^a|:^y : ^ejpfi;iloaktiig; fori tail ;e«pactii^ ^e^<ft)fri>- ' ; 
inf (Of Ctbr^t.iKi tb^ixi^n; and rtbe fe^dstle^vtry -prWeriy-- 
teUs^he^ fcftAedbedfouiiledt uplift fet an^c*ieV(feoe , iVe-»*rrt f - 
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of sin" was the Pope. This i<fe.a ( }ji Agqpl^pccasjJMj;, 
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si&tetieyJ 'Irttttol art th<Wr ni l vt,,Vi M 1] : ~" iU ' Io iUH 




reRft** tb^ tftb r literal an* pfer^ndi 'dfinWg^t* 'Cfeiit, { <* tte 

reite&tibnbf the fle^l - Ti^n^ thut^Hirt\Ms'to^o*e l 
iw^Lit^wUrf Uii^u^iiupU* \u±*A~J*i\Mti>& Ar^Ai> a VA,& W*^w 



hxmW^i SJfsbh&ltfit foe 'destrligtM drilgriiHafeffi/Sr W'* 

to*eH^i& l 6^Mg te^dgtoeiit; fend am&'xM ptefege in } 
Mi* *4->iiM they shallWe 't^Sorof triaii^oteffeg 'in ; fhfe' 
ciotafc'df 'Wk«iij #,, &:6;, arid bfher 'M^it^e^rfefefeibiis/' 1 ^^ 
thU"ftilJbbfe t: r^M' i i-eply ag'*ih, ^^trt/p^ J W^ijWnf i 1 ^. '* 
te^f^ttr/h&'gteat f^d^^Mr^C^pttel!: ^ut'fhef. &¥ a 
thfe libM 4 ^o*^^th ; pdWe^and Wfirl «g«>ty ,^Wff, 0^df^liSsJU > ' 
att#i r ]>rt^ 

aiM ^oplbi'^Cnfis: Rest. p.. 1 74i LeVih^&nMtA&k'ijk 1 ' 
MW«atf#belr, ff'feWarit^ any ^W^inlbrriia^oil? ,u<n ,J ; : - J ■"' 
flfe ! lm# r rMSed '^ ^UitibU tfn MBi"*!': 24. ln Thtf'BtfHW 1 ' ; 
in th« ^*te 'tmfdictsr the Ji 4!^M^ 5 ^ehWidtt i ■fcila i '*a ,l • , 
JefcHfo'^dn/aria 1 inddteritafly rMairfc* 1 tffei 'M^eifw^ifi 
be-^d'dte'ddtfn ^riftl v Ae tirhfes W&&<$hT$&WMm*\* fi r 
IntHiibeittwb '"vM^tf iM'«^fe : r»^ t&|dn' to' fee 
"s^rts"' thitt Shbftld 'precede tfcerd^itito'bf ti» bffy; ri ^ftf 



at 'tttfddar 'bl firtr GfentiW ^aisp^^tibh^but^iift&i^ateRr 1 " 

Th«^§ Vinfe *bd*s that Htffif "edtattg'' w^^bl^'thy* 11 
lifirthto of ifa&e %bb Kearahtm, 1 «r W Wlbtifetf ^ttttctt? 
* * ~~ "ntJJ'iMrtHI ' 

tu#?*i&ely tb 1 sustain a T iahirtc 3 iMofy! j : -^ ,j: s:i ^ 

Mf : Friiiklid hsbs told^du tff'ilbftg tfeft W^eipbFC^yt k ' 
and ^mwitttflidiTeh'bfbf m$ x &iim^m#&$mk ' 




t n6 one 48pme4 if (. .while.I have > all the white denied it? : Let 
;iis^wread ]Mtt^ii;&tJfa ^dflnf of L&6;f, Verses 23, 3 1 
^"antt^he spoke tcj, , the^ ' a"|^abie V i$n<df tte^-tree arid 
;alnh'e Irises ( .wKeri 1 ilte^vriow sfroot forth ,'ve s'fe and 'know 
• 6j* yW own setvesihat suforrier" is nf^ at'h^i." SolfikeMie 
S^wTioff wlen^esee^ 'tH^sf te^^cdtoe 1 t(?8kis1 iiioV 
»- tnat the Slfipbni. oi! God ttnfgV'ffi nand' v * : ; So ftietf tfie 



!•««:••••• <*r e^-^o'ii: ,: 'f m/vj ,-a;oa 



m* approaen or tne estaousamenx ot tne *' Kingdom QipeacA, 

;$. «mm$i &$s$;\ and ^ ^a^Vtdctio^f r ?eftiWi^ 

.ire '&-%n^olis "e^e^ts. kh^^ere fo'take plkfee, if iioY'ir'the 
same lime, in immediate successtpn to e&cli other "t' ,?Tma 




rotieverj' Enough has also bfeeii said to' sn'dfr that v the gen 

ir4Js KL tna judfement spoken of in, Rev. zOtn — F snowed 
conclbsively inat ,11 was the same that 'was bretiieted in fine 

om. or renter upon -his reign, arid Jience is a past event — 
has aflrthe arguments a'ndj passages which ^.nas jntVbduce'a. 

pfedicttpnsrofynrjst, anp'of the establishment \of .his Kjfog- 
doni pn »the earth. Isa. 42: l-4 ri " Behold mV servant 
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^^My^'-fPWPI^ }M^f^^^\ 






jflWr* ^v F .yo v >fVQ ™.»i^V9 r a^o^r^iQ ,/iijn w^o i^ reaj^ 
14 : IT, 7—" And 1 saw another angel fly ifi'the mr<jTs1j§rK||- 




aVtib'eriy to j J u8ge, my 1rierids y 'me reason offh'issiience^" 
3d. I als^caJied kis attention to thVaS^on?t&i$ / o r f%e 



/Mining, wasjipt to be lor some thousand years in theluTnre 
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• w - - •» ^ * - * -- ;..-- -• » i _■_... r _. . , ....... /ill ' .. I J 1 . > 4 

Uppea*. i%. my windy *ha* rii>eiiaY<* bwau1£ lisfc:** trhtrfe 
j|rtjB^H)ft^nritv i TaWshfi4^ an$ ^t^r^wes-af ]Vfati>£4di, 
attd: I -defy uioirtal .jmajr ia avoid. thocor><jluwpo that Christ 
ufuft.; tpiCQw^r-jawi^i^ti^fm: d^^nedbra dkciplea .to so un- 
4er$tShd bvavrr^urlng Aeir.UieWQ-/ Yqu* will recollect 
tha* this dis&oM«e w*s ttettneced $ the. draciptes^tttftofj. 
(yqw* -3^4 -No* read these. ;y^esi;:.. £' W*tf^ihj3r«or«rftff 
Xtf^tfheJi kn«teri«* atrwh^Mho^rny^nt^Wrddpth <wmW' 
Aga*i\* ft P^r# fotie t .l>e JgiJ^hat>?*bfe ft^dy r^or-jivaueh 
au hour as ye think not the Son ofcfftftn WW*tW?ir!i Then 
limy yw&rte Wtcfcj theyhwejae ^^^wdj'^ff^tbFlinr 4ich 
an hour as they — the disciples — thwg&tf<M,iA*:8wi«rf tMn 
*m$ i M^tm^il -; ^Bhw^ ife 3e-g# Wg ;tfcw4f frq^Hihiff af gu- 
#fiW rf ^.wonder .th^>j»pdfiWftft^pti«Sei fetyai^fHmcttisq 
: Bute ijtfr greatest fa&**e ithfcgen'itarean/ W, wade, 1 aoditmb 
by wrhioh h#hw l9*Let.e«Jl tb&g*is m^litiioelt* &$ phraat, 
?j||itf;4^m«fH^ r ;irtjta fcfefcof ^Majtttewrt: -.¥*« aril) re- 
AftUfket OijBUe.ift ^^e^cbib^&r^tny liwU n €~iMdAfe ;t4tert- 

Son of man included, were to take place during thajgenerA- 
i\qa4l Ift>faMa»*t «pe^b'hejrepl^^«0Lymg tfcat*5hbrgen- 
<$raMpn t ''. iamv'^fl^^iiirjjflMsQfl^rj^ht Jaw>»*»3 ;that 
iitt4ows : a%% raeejtha;d *K>Jiye*p*sj*ed aiv&ytt> teawtMoid thatt 

and allowed that I had no right to depart from the first me.dit- 
•J9(sl;*: I%j»yjlafitJ^e>iedrb&r jj§§pi^P ♦ftflhortippcd^atidlal- 
** denied nisei , tfnequk^ J^/t^. ftr^5peJ4 g«V« thA* So- 
therms lb? film OjT : 5rpy c^fe^^^a^iagij^hftirwofdr^fefc^ 
was fM}WHitaa*< to a^i^ngn i»5«| ;>q{ rraisrspriraejBUng C^tftr 
4*k.*JL *fH)fc:!MMl»«i g^^n^ih^^^^bcwetllWsg^raf 
rion, never has such a meaning as he gave it, but that it.afe 
; W ^e<HWMhfr "^w #{ ^^Irage'V-" J*<?§8 Hvjng/fttphe 
#RfhV^.^«i4 thatjwputfL rjsk.tte w^ole ftue$tfjo% ^e\we§tf 
+Mi^po^*hi^ -IflfHiper iAm* wt>aj ba^*[« «8*dtr iHcTWly ? •; Wwl 
iUMj^p^^V rli#d. wipefil iba^M.M§aW4j»^mpVa ro4>!yj=a| r 
^ug*> I Jt^ew f! fee t oouW ?Pf bfeB^ecsssfoL-;: j, . ; rt : : { -I 
oi'w^liM^^lly^wtet^wB^W^^iW Of this worA 
^a^^a^y^^.iHe^yefj^bH^wp njeaniqgs, Ki4A:J«W>« 

of men, including upon the average, a space of thirty years. 
This is the definition he gives the word ge nea. Its first and 
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*- ; j . ;:-.«• ' 'W " -,l ' '' J. r*M » 

primary meaning is, one family or household, one descent, 
4r'rhe bfftprinjgor children^ 'ontfi£atettti ot- f>afent#^*e 
. descendants from «ms hea'd, Inats'sc^c^'Sary'Mfeattte^^d 
'withregard totimfc, it deriotesall the faniitk»'oif.ip*ojflWi!i»- 
-ing at that lime, mcliidirtg ab an'at^agieya-^pttd^oPafedHt 
'thirty years, or three generations touaufeenftt^. * : Thirls 
.ite length on an average ; bm wie generatroir <<akefi> awpk- 
lately, will aittehtfrntich totfgen sotbatth^rewasWolmpfd- 
' priety i d saying » ail the** thitegb ' would* * take* : placed befefe 
/♦•this* generation^ cioses, although thQ rinrte^rni^t be tt»fe 
•tha'tf thirty^yettw dfwant. <" : ' •*•' : "" ^ !: ' i!l : '' ,; ' ?;,, ' ; > !! ;> 
I will nW gtwfyou th« ummvitj? of twa eminent ^^t*r- 

ilWSrjtators'-on'^hJsphtaWt'' — «'«;•■-■:• 'fi'— - ;-uii »; '/rMl HR 

• i ■ ■ Whitlb*. i> 4 Thesc wordsu-tfris agew j^nerattoft*li*l**i5t 
pass away-^affoi^d a falld#moabfra§o^Khfti^U'^hfth (Dbrftt 
v4mdimid HUtoertoy wiwso bo^ttbmf4ieihed^^t>^ rhe^cdtf^er- 
.aian of the J^w&/' tior at^ttid'fifitf-tftyl ©frfjfldjgtiierity hat 
m thtt ***y age^ or wMlste some o^thfct g^neralimi *>f ttleti 
-Kvtt*; -for* the phrase-' nerer- betfrli ttfly ot#ter : is^«e4il>*he 
sNewo Tesmraeot, 'tha»-i!he wkfri''of i tM$'agiiii if ~!k?iHbti t Vh 
-Matt. 24: 54. : : '' « • ; ' •*'' ^;-^' <j« ^ 'to /i.'>: 

^-LiGHTFofot/ ^Tm'&^etieration'iWatt not paSsi&o.i Hettce 
w appears plain enough, that the. fovegaiwg VeTOes ar^t/6tt6 
be' understood of the l«»-ji<rfgttie«, ,: bin f ')s«" , we4ia^e'- I «tftf, 
o£f the ! destruction- of J^ftr$alenli ?, *^£^r. 6ft -HA^ifP ;24>: 

' r 'must atso-aoM* thai testimony oT &£doWjmiv/ athlftr 
of ^i^e' Oi^fek ^stsmetit, >wMth'EngH8h Notes." ! H« say*: 




84. ■'. ' .'• ;. • ' ••' ' ' - r 5 :;:•.•'•. -ft o Jt"?= -/ui n ; *-ij pf:o" 
■•' This is en0ti^.'^e*rther4 bb other tfVidenWin'fHe 

book; ~ • . - - .... 

hot 

that 

in his kingdom— 10 establish 1 his* reign, Wnd fewar4-.Weii 
eiccWditog tb their Worksidurm£ 'tiw ^Wfe(in4e i 6f CJ sbm l e' / 4ho 
SaV^ and r heaxd'him. T'wU^ifelPYb'4Aiole jqfftetf dty-$e$ 
*Ve*3F^hitlg, ; :«i^»i'lbis:ftew ^Th€?'^^,:tttiaint&^.,^«V^ 
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had, never has, and never can have, any other signification 
than "the men of this age," or those living at the time. 

Now, my friends, in view of what has been said on both 
sides, during this day's debate, you will excuse me, I hope, 
when I give it as my firm belief that, while Mr. Franklin has 
failed, most signal lv failed to establish his proposition, 
that the "cominfe 1 of tKelSbiSPMdn fc'judge the world" 
is yet future, I have proved by the most incontestable ev- 
idence, such as cannot be gainsayed, that this "coming 
ofjthe IfO^'; isa,jpo# went*, r^nsf ii^9°k^Wi#»,P^ c W» 
and looked for {ay the early christians, during the apos- 
tolic age, when the n Je : wfeti ' tern piei city I and nation were de- 
stroyed, and the kingdom of heaven or reign of the Messiah, 
was set up in the earth. This I say, is my belief, in regard 
to the meriuM'dl ifie Sebafe. ' l &vtf aft r l 3& of you is, to 
examine our arguments, and the evidence adduced — weigh 

them well, and then judge for yourselves. _ 

; .-./{< am j t\ o .-: T J1- * H 

5;fi lir» fi'hl/r m ono £j ':.•»-. m --is viol'.** noJ!ie.o<j<vj i :d F 
wu'^i-iv'i M\\ oCl : >:7.":iki} >.* rhvn )\ .[^ivT.'iit* 'rUp^h 
I '• i»«Vi^*Ai« W* '\w ttyvs.^A \mr» >,/.->,• <V»»V ^*« \ ^A'» fl*nv>\ 
'-•»' Y\n i;.» ' hw :"i» :.!/. >.'• : ! > f j I .= ~>ia*?i.> bnoiil vi^ — mirfts 
-' ••'/; .b?/"fi, -h[ i!iw Imhvti nd: '1 • -jv.^ jJOvdM oil .bov/v 
. -• "-'tjI-v-H ' /r 'ic.'. : » '*:: lv-y»*od lii// viji; ^"'nilod *n Jo # ui<» "s^m 
-«»vV'i ;d /M ".^»if<-tl'.»Hr moil '*■ — p-'.onh^/foTYf "iioflr ;-";r-' iu f l 

'•:-. ofl? fii '>7>ibd I Auvduina')'.} vi'M >; io noiriiv!*>> ^rii ni 
•■••»•<{ /mu T .rws'w t'M.j o-fr ■•••,. w { I w « !•• ; bnblifBOf .it/ to ifoit*v 
puav '»rl T ■* .*»: : V~ .':'.?./. .*<»•]/' : )/OJ-'k>fifi thinvrn of by>'-> 
• i?!ij'n <- £ ; -i *H«jffi re.-. i\: d'tf f ?,o?*ji«bbji^ orif mid o! f )'r«ao vnb 
M?;i: i-'u J. !j>*-- '<•-•>:/(/. /limal/ : tinivcv mid f>->/i '.« bf*» ,n«ito-.n 
bn» r oi iw >:'! v-mjfji nnrf^ lodicrcd -m t n c nLiid;..> on jjawfifi < ;. ,, J' 

oid hl>v w n*»v.' «mdt v/.;/. .r*dtoid fciri ouiu bo-«?i <'|ii 'i?'*** 

ib^B'i'.'.'h.'ili^Ji J'.»j-n.r;ui iir.d ;d n>d// ..^'dl fvff }'»<«*» : «-;Tfdi 
o, f«A ..'wflnd erd •>Mtsi n'lr* -:irf t'I'd .ou^i on ^urnd biu> 
*• ; « ; il'ii^vsjj ii' '_>rn:t ,i»-f, : i!r or' 1 biiii *•>?.! s buo^s* odi r?erw 
•'••»n!JfJ'i orif ni .-. •li'isiai (T .o* !b hoi!) iinntovf *.>di iir/ioteii! 
. tf Has v-jilr Wi * ii>r-.- di V>. -.»d r)d«? Ii*;dc: o'ti -v nof-dv/ f ao.'J 
?r..f .iifj oi.. *> f .(u-'d: c.iiiu h'.H^. Ivus boT.^'^tiK ?'H'.l>1 .'t>d 
•••d; iifiv'l f:> ^ 1«> io ffo^{ •.::•' -ion f >.9TU?qn'jv oii« ^niwoa^ 
. - :.in-;*'(; •!' i: ^i'i oi*.* tm ./n^m -r^dfi^n voni noijyo'nuss'i 
•»d ^niii'M-.ft -., ndf .nv> ; -jr;«d ni I>o0 'lo «la^iti , .9di »» «m J*»d 
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Respected Auditors : 



5£J7l-V f i. ' * . "it '"" * ; 'I 






The proposition before us to-day is one in which all are 
deeply interested. It reads as follows : Bo the Scriptures 
teach the final holiness and happiness of all mankind ? I 
affirm — my friend denies. I believe all the wicked will be 
saved. He believes some of the wicked will be saved. Nei- 
ther one of us believes any will be saved in their wickedness, 
but from their wickedness — u from their sins." He believes 
in the salvation of a fart of mankind. I believe in the sal- 
vation of all mankind ; and here we join issue. I now pro- 
ceed to my first proof-text : Matt. xxii. 23 : 32. " The same 
day came to him the Sadducees, which say there is no resur- 
rection, and asked him saying : Master, Moses said, if a man 
die, having no children, his brother shall marry his wife, and 
raise up seed unto his brother. Now there were seven bro- 
thers ; and the first, when he had married a wife, deceased ; 
and having no issue, left his wife unto his brother. Like- 
wise the second also, and the third, unto the seventh ; and 
last of all the woman died also. Therefore, in the resurrec- 
tion, whose wife shall she be of the seven ? for they all had 
her. Jesus answered and said unto them. Ye do err, not 
knowing the scnptures, nor the power of God. For in the 
resurrection they neither marry, nor are given in marriage* 
but are as the angels of God in heaven. But as touching the 
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That my proof- text triumphantly sustains % mv Proposition ; 

'^tttUtW cwawivtowrwh'b m 'giv§ it -a .M f eafetDa. ; 

♦ ■fittfl' H, If Vtler tnjB'rcsurr^cnion^ th^ gfeRtei'"pivt ofraapijfcd ; « 

'rfte'W^diidlesslyimia^rfiittd. wh^'iffl'Hbt^tii: WVi^«* ' 




;VRU , -M'^6houflra^^ if 

'^^prtWrpf .'iblf gospel tttiich ' bHnj*s ,,t "iood tidjogs W f 

^ "tort 




Wei* yeYsm*er& Christ a^d/fot us;' ^MtU^m^Vhei 
%S^etf]by : hiii : blB6d, ; We -shall be ■ isaV^d.' ;^b& ^Vm™ rt^WJ 
mm tj For if wberi we, were enemies ^d wire reconcile'4 
^oft.W'ihtt death of hjjt Son, mqcl} more, bei^g recbnclle4» 
weakanb'esa^edbyhislife. iArid^otonly s^but .we;'$)fb 
joy in God, through our ,Lord Jesus Christ* by whtf«h f Wli , TO 
Si&tf received tne'fctoqement," or fecohciliati^^ ^T^hereiore, 
la* M\f one irmp sin entered into the tf prld? &i &»& *?&• 
¥h<J south' pass" fed u^bn-air#eV^ 
W fc'njtyi&tl&fli & here jneant; theii alTare subject &,#& 
ma^SUdUfi itfMivaha httfeanife Adam.sthrieiJ) f, «'Fir 
] ^ , fte , Vi : to^s in the wprld, biit #n ! is' faok ^knbutia 
whertivW the're^ no few.. , tfeverm^less.^aWte^^ 
•AflatA' to' Mbses, even .over those that tad^'&ldj^a^fa^ 
Wmiiitiide : bf 'Adam's t^nsOTession;Whb :r ls W KgtfxL* of 



imjcn more tne grace or .uOtt anq tne gin oy gra^e, wMcn i 
bj< *V*&1" Jesiis Ghrist,' hath'^boiih^tt'iuiSS mMy. T) "M 
te>t f Wit' was 1 by one that sirnieOois' mi' 'MM? " foVtife jtfA 
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Christ. Therefore, as Toy the pffence of, one* judgment came . 
upon aa meryip condemnation* even so by, the. righteousness , 
of one the free gift came upon a// wen unto justification jof 
life: For as by one man's disobedience piany v[ere /n^e 
sitttyetsj^&o' 'dV tKe jp^edQleiice^bf one shall mar\y be v made 
righteo^. 1 ' 1 Moreover,' the ^aw epteired thai Ae^pn^ncejrnigh't'! 
aroiirio*. ^'Uut where imi abounded, grace did t»uc$ ^mgrt . 
abound ; ^tpa^ its sin hath reigneq unto deaths even, .s.p, Wght 
tnrfcite' reign mrougn Hght^ 

Fromiiils passage we learn : 1, That -while H\en,were yet ■ 
*sifali^,*attd'«^nemieV God lo^ed them, M 2. t £hft d^ai^, 
noral and ftpiritual, "passed upon' I'alT. men* not because 
fcH tim J^^'|Mf bec^-«^at ! aft have ainn^[. ,v \. $ ," tTh^U^ 
- ' tt 'tn¥tiuW the offence of one', in any be dead,* 1 ' riot because * 



•Mr" is n#re<-useain me -sense pt because. 4 1 jnat.^tjje; 
(rtt'^^ls^bf'map'ijr/bflences iinib justification, ' ani hot of. 
d*-^8iWitf"tii^oi;bb^.; ji %. That iTifbe traV'»'deatti;pjuM- / 

trite fckt* 

all H aVe^ sinned 

free ci( 



ift came uppn al} , men unto justification of'-Ufe ? '^i|pt u * 
befcfeuse of tbe'righte'bushess of one'; for I do not : believe in f 



befefctise of tbe'nghte'bushess of one "'; for I do noV believj^ lji 
impiit&fl, ifehtddsn^s. ' 'Neithter^tfbes 'my friend', 1 ( belteye. 
7,"TW*Wr or ftrough^one'rtian's disobedience maiiywere 
mfcde^i&fe^^'-S/That bybr through *« the;' ob^ience oft' 
oiWtfanV StiHf *bh ^made righteous;"' d: That Jt wliere^in 
abotri^ledi, : '&rte# M Vriiubh moie ' abound ?': ! f d^^'^hat; as [ | 
sitf'hfctrV'^gJied 1 u'ritb' : deftth,even so' might' graW-yeign\!| 




$n*>mtrm wi;6ptf ^ftferltVould ilist clestriv %&«»M 
by «*(*• to«*Wi :<1 InThe- ttoiwaie Of '&'. Mam "CliirK* 1^ 



126 THEOLOGICAL PiSClfSStOij. 

Z2 1 v - •/.":.» v .1 <. 2 .1 . -2 h :i . f IV: " 

may say : "Thus we find salv^tioa from sin hweis.-aa «xten : , L, 
sivg'ana^omp^ 'a^/M '^rilld'.'M^fctttttaiih 1 of sinj, L 



this" Vehe'sikiilfl^s. thG'mi'ny { i/ J eV-the ma^s; the mqM^^ 

th» l *Wtf*fflktea^^ 

w6fd"miriVth nrefiVst part of 'the \Ws6*does nglin^wW 

wfthotit ^cWtidi/ia^dtttl^Mferahiififfs, sfr the ma#yin \\m 

1 «. _ _x _ C iL- _._.«. M ^. «*!->«% nun aat/l +/-k hA /a/\ncitiMitn/1 «mU. 



mkri 'win b& acco\afri^d r^nleBbs, ; tni i ttf nQ0x§oi\^\\y.^r:a^Qi 9A 
rignfetf asiies& JtbiiceV if ; fes ' |Vut/ a^ers;; 1 nghteousjie^^j jU^ 

eV^Vm p.P^tip sin, Hnisf ^etota^H^^p^i^e^g^pufpQ^. 



^tfenV of* Mi! f, 6ii ; life. ;6*l<j, .^4^^ : J^^^ 

wjfeift *anti ' aflttraS that' grace shal i exfenft. jis fai\as ^ig^d^ 

e>teh abdtuid o^er It ; io that at' last all shaft eM m^igKebws^ 




into the glorious liberty of t#e chitjh^ > 

together* until now,- ana not only they, but ourselves <*%$jj 
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chttdre* <tf GodJ* 1 ?; That 'the word "cr&tfH>h , > mosti 
ev^htly- refers to ^ii^M 1 %nd > ' : ib^lf^W > MWg^;- , SVdrtf" 
the 5 1ast<*hai it^is r satd W : earnestly expert *tb r *4fopref> ! ~ 
to *gtf&an/' fcrtd io "travaiF Jh pamJ" J i «V That 'taosel wfttf 7 
had received the first fruits, (and this implies other fruits) '<jflP* 
lift* sjriite "gifted** wftlitiae- br>«fi6tf/" ,, ^EveW^'" 4 g r foJb 
witlikr^urselv^'Vaftihg for thfe adttf&oMo Wtt, ttia r^dewip^ 
titt»«f &Gr body .^ 9'. -TfitaY' v thtov!s ko be * f fe&hnife&i " 
of^«^ ^edy,^ f thaitP fe, *e body t>f h*mdmt^^^ f ^fW5ft rf ' 
cie*tio*>' . -../J -i .-.-" --•• :"f w* oii-a :?-Aii io baa 

Blessed troth *- 1*ft : ^tafe :: j^ryMbTtoatt s 'yhaft Jje-W n 
deeded from the thraltldm <>f error arid sin^hd' brotfgHH 
ii*<**te*<glorieus IrbertV off* &e° children of 'Gad.^Henr?;' 3 
PdeK and > Maclcriight; toA ^*'&6d Wtte 
wtfr& r^dered creaHirfeiftia cre^tron^W^e• , t>a^a|e J uiWW f, 
c4>ttst4feWi<Mm { 'digri5fife^»every hlimari creiitfirSl' airWan 1 ^ 
kifid." WillMr/FrinldSh^W ^50d ds v tote#tt9 f^MM* 1 ' 
irnnksihe WoWcr^bfr iie^ t^s 'm^ 1,d ][lJffe 

I n^w^ome tof myftartfi p^f^Oori^S^^f^a^llb^ 
this chapter, that some among the Corm^hJaif^^/deh'ied 51 !^ ^ 
resurrection aTtogelner. th^4^bslre, M'ot&BV'iq'ttemo'h 
ihis'miSfeeTief- arid establish ithis^^ 

thte vs mirid bf his WadeW} M&-iiitb'fe !y^rrer/^ r adc^ir?t J ° 
of W^iMht, and- Hs^mtfs^tSon^fcs MW}Ms.m*. ^ftfr^ 
refere^cS to its 2 : e*tete> ^ei.dpbklfe'^s r^r,in"mfrrt qw 
aff tf&£ even v soY* Christ ^^SHalti^ Wmdfe^fiW.^ 



to W^tbVe^earfaV '1 £ r JW fl^^fiwTHw r r«Sel4^e f ^1^*3 
in Christ, I am justified in saying that they wjrfWraStefP 1 
M§ ftoifl m^»lf^ny%«rj ^ftHDhftstv he^s'la &^creW- 
tutel*i^€6rv 6: ir. f iThe-^fira^f ^©IriMF 1$W&> b 
9htofr&Afi\to£s i^fi sdHptif reVatid a#*!jrs tfb|fl*&% ffio^HBWfi** 
ar^jftsfffle* (taftTsi* 1 ? *- f 2i f -Kti'l^dfec^T^^kf ^ #£fiT 
bdritfe rfifclfriage ettlte ear*^ (and ; ft#bea^e^aj^bPL_ 
ea**y***shML afetf&eaFtite faa&'bf^dfe <Re&eWS ,w K ril 



it 



rupttett? iM#*^^ fe£ 

Siirio sierra oai :iw jcsJ c; sijb .vane? eru ro ojsnu 



I 
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«/ik>[' «iif II j f- sTi i Jii >i » •••ir* j;:iiT .T. ". ♦:•>.' in" .-*# ima 

gV>W^ t wWMWf hply^ Ifl,th#j!frap.tpr befo^o qa, 4^ifM7n > 
uiftp^ of ,Cjuri8t w ^ia>iftgdqm.ia^d,^igA, t^oi^t, jwH^^WPm 
doae^ajid tjieir MPPX af fj,glft^ u ? ^R^ aFejaU^Vght *&* 
WW* F^flPW? c<^sumfl#}iqfl Wjell WP* l hy fifi* GtfdaFfe*i*. 

1 shall ,ji9ft / i|atice l fl9«i«.p£ > iAp9; v re^to^<4rofflf>tai 
of,^ 1 r^ig« Jf a^ (> )cing^p(> Tfi 4,, 9$ jsiyfc ^^ue^deAjta, 

and of those who are raised: "Neither can they 'deafly, ; 

PW**>> li Wfc«Wl! WffiWWfql* iW!J19«y> ^d, JS>ffe| r ),fte*i, 
eXW^cepting. ,% ^w^o^jth*, 4*7%! ^^^4hvffpgh,j 

shall be destroy ed-^ail^'*,,^^ 4lftli&fffftij 

^u^Pfif^W /? f Wiitf J^l.W? ,'WWWi W^4w*fWM*W 

tetffW ?^ b J^Mfl^ : C^s^ r ^ivjCl^istji€| t^^cft^e/^ul^ctK, 
aotfideaof^jsgr^^ 




d ^IW?y«? %^taWWl r#§H^c^'; if- there be^go gcwsr-aj ;j 

thi* ispr^ a)*$, tj^af^ftejpswjfl^^ 

H W?f iK4*0s4qp*c^ims^vP, fi 4eatto,^^^ js jkf.gjmgj 9 ^ 
^?ffl«R«*ft^l W .heoad<te, n y lJ T^ l ^if)g l ,pf i ^ J Hh ;iif s&|j"iji 

image of the earthy, are to bear with the image of the 



a 
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lea veqly * All are to be made alive in Christ ! ! All are 
o he raised ija power I glory ! ! and ^corruption ! I ! 

It will fee observed that between these four proof texts I 
ave just offered, there is not one jarring note, but the most 
effect harmony ; and each one reflects light upon the oth- 
r ; so that over the whole there rests a flood of light and 
*utb» that can never be removed; and though the heavens 
nd the earth may pass away, not one jot or one tittle of 
rod's word shall pass away until all be fulfilled ; until the 
inaomed millions of the race of man shall unite in one 
eoeral anthem, of praise, ascribing praise unto God and 
lie liamb for ever and ever ! ! I 

Strange as it may appear, some are displeased with such 
lorious results as those I have just mentioned ; such is the 
qwer and influence of prejudice and preposeseion on the 
Had of man. My friends, let us all endeavor to divest our 
Hilda of all wrong bias, and come to this investigation, un- 
lftuenoed by my thing other than a strong and fervent de- 
iro to know and practice die truth, and with a fixed deter- 
mination to fallow truth, lead wherever she may. If such 
r fhe purpose of our minds, much good may result. The 
retat truths of the gospel may be brought more clearly to 
ur view, and all interested and instructed. 

[Time expired.] 



MR. FRANKLIN'S FIRST REPLY, 



Iespected Hearers: 

\ agree wkh the gentleman, that the proposition under 
onsideratien, is one in which we are all deeply interested, 
rith the proviso, however, that I am right. If my friend is 
nunakes, and his affirmative is insupportable, as he will cer- 
aioJjr find it to be, it is of incalculable importance that all 

9 
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men should know it as soon as possible. But should his 

proposition prove true, it is of but little Importance whether 

we debate it or not, or whether any body shall believe it or 

not. 

* Without further ceremony, I shall proceed to read our 

proposition. It reads as follows : * 

Do the Scriptures teach the final holiness and happiness 
of all mankind ? Mr. Manford affirms — I deny!' 

Be it observed then, in the first place, that there is no pass- 
age in the Bible which says, " all men shall be holy." Nor 
is there any passage which says, " all men shall be happy." 
Nor yet is there any passage which says, " all men shall 
finally be holy and happy." This however, is what my 
friend is to prove. We shall see how well he succeeds. 

In his benevolence, the gentleman told you, that he be- 
lieved all the wicked would be saved, and that I believed 
that some of the wicked would he saved. So far as this 
statement relates to his faith, it may be very correct, but I 
most solemnly deny any such belief as he here ascribes to 
me. My Bible tells me, that " the 'wicked shall be turned 
into hell, and all the nations that forget God." Ps.3: 17. 
Paul speaks of the wicked, " even weeping," and says, "thai 
they are enemies of the cross of Christ; whose end is de- 
struction." Phil. 3: 18, 19. I do not therefore, believe 
with my friend, that "all the wicked will be saved," nor as 
he says I believe, " that a part of them will be saved," but 
with David, that "they shall be turned into hell," and with 
Paul, that their " end is destruction." 

He tells us, however, that they will be "saved from their 
sins, 19 As the salvation he speaks of, is to be in the coming 
world, of course their sins are to follow them to the coming 
world ; and consequently he admits that they will be sinners 
after death, and consequently that there will be sin in the 
world to come. This, it appears to me, is rather a bad start 
to prove universal salvation I ! 

The first passage introduced to prove the position of my 
friend, is the long-tried passage, Matt. 22 : 28-32, and its 
parallel, Luke 20. How the gentleman finds the proof in 
this passage, that all mankind will be made finally holy and 
happy. I can not discover. The words "all mankind" are 
not iu ihe passage. The word •' holy," is not in the text,*— 
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The word "happy," is not there. And the word "final," is 
wanting. Now, how does my friend prove, that " all man- 
kind will be made finally holy and happy," by a passage 
which does not contain any of the words, " all mankind," 
" finally," " holy," or " happy V\ 

This method of taking words spoken by our Savior, in 
reference to one point, and applying them to another, that 
was not before his mind at all, is not the most faithful and 
reliable method of handling the word of God. Had the 
Lord been teaching Universalism, in the passage under con- 
sideration, he evidently could have expressed it as clearly 
as my friend has in his affirmative proposition. But his ob- 
ject was to answer a question propounded by the Saducees, 
who denied the resurrection -of the dead. The object of 
their question was, -to involve him in difficulty concerning 
the doctrine of the resurrection of the dea'd. To accom- 
plish this object, they suppose one woman to have been the 
wife of seven brothers in succession, in this world ; and en- 
quired which one was to have her in the resurrection. To 
this the Savior answered : " You do err, not knowing the 
Scriptufes nor the power of God. For in the resurrection 
they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are as the 
angels of God in heaven." In what respect are they " as 
the angels of God 1 " Most certainly in this : that they 
neither marry nor are given in marriage. This is the precise 
point he has before his mind, and the precise point contained 
in the question propounded, and of course the subject must 
relate to it. 

My friend would represent the Savior as doing as he proba- 
bly would, in answering this question, viz.: as taking a flight 
off to something that did not at all relate to the point. But 
Luke recorded a clause that Matthew omitted, which throws 
some light on the subject. It is as follows : " But they 
which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world, and 
the resurrection from the dead, neither marry nor are given 
in mariage; neither can they die any more; for they are 
equal unto the angels : and are the children of God, being 
the children of the resurrection. Lu. 20: 25, 36. Now, so 
much of the Savior's words as is given by Matthew, may 
relate in comnfon to all men ; although I do not know that 
it could be proved; but if it does, there is nothing mow saxA 
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of them, than simply that "they neither jnarry, nor are. 
given in marriage, but are as the angels of God in Heaven.' 
This comes infinitely short of proving that all will he holy 
and happy. But when we come to the words recorded by 
Luke, all difficulty is at once set aside; for these words 
only include a certain class : " They which shall be ac- 
counted worthy to obtain thai world and the resurrection of 
the dead. " Unless my friend can show that the words, 
" they which shall bo accounted worthy, " mean " all man- 
kind," I cannot see where be will get his proof. 

My friend seems to place great emphasis on the fact 
that Moses was shown at the bush that there would be a. 
resurrection, and the remark that " he is not the God of the 
dead but of the living; for all live unto him." But bow 
this does anything towards proving his. position, I perceive 
not. I believe that there will be a resurrection as firmly as 
he does, and that ''all live unto him," in the sense in- 
tended by the language of the Savior. But that you may 
see that I am not mistaken in saying that the words, " they 
which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world," make 
the blessedness of the resurrection state depend on our con- 
duct in this life, I will quote the Savior's words in another 
place, touching the resurrection of the dead. lie says : "The 
hour is coming in the which all that are in the graves shall 
hear his. voice, and come forth ; they that have done good, 
unto the resurrection of life, and they that have done evil, 
unto the resurrection of damnation." John 5: 28, Again 
he says : "But when thou makest a feast, call the poor, the 
maimed^ the lame, the blind ; and thou shalt be blessed : for 
thou shalt be recompensed at the resurrection of the just." 
Luke 19: 18, 14.. Now, that they "which shall be accounted 
worthy to obtain that world," "have done good," have fed 
"the poor, the maimed, the lame, the blind, " will " be equal 
to the angels, children of God, being children of the resur- 
rection," and "shall come forth to a resurrection of life," and 
"be recompensed at the resurrection of the just," no believer 
in the Bible can doubt. But how different this from the doc- 
trine of my friend ! 

The gentleman wishes me to tell him how many will ob* 
tain that world. 1 can give him no better answer than the 
Savior has done. His answer \s\ "T\v«s ^*\\\Ocv ^^^v,- 
counted worthy." If he vj\\\, ttait, V& xra Ww tosxpj ^&>w, 
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accounted worthy, I can soon tell him how many will obtain 
that world. Bat the gentleman believes, unlike the Savior, 
that all will obtain that world, whether they are accounted 
worthy or not. 

He says : "It would be well to notice, that the phrase *that 
world,' in the 35th verse, is contrasted with the phrase ♦this 
world,' in the 34th verse.". This is certainly correct, but 
how long will he stand to this himself? The Savior uses the 
same expression, MatL 12: 32. " Whosoever speaketh 
against the HeJy Spirit, it shall not be forgiven him, neither 
in this world, neither in the world to come." Now, will he 
stand to his own explanation of "this world" and "the world 
to dome?" We shall see. The matter now stands thus : 

1 . 1 have admitted that the words of our Savior, recorded by 
Matthew, possibly may include all in the resurrection, but in 
these verses he simply makes them "as the angels" in one 
respect : that is, they do not marry nor give in marriage. 

2. I have shown that the words recorded m Luke specify a 
certain class, by the words " they which shall be accounted 
worthy," who are to be equal unto the angels, children of 
God, being children of the resurrection. This has been 
shown to be correct, by reference to the Savior's words, 
touching the resurrection, where he says, " they that have 
done good shall come forth to a resurrection of life," and they 
"who have fed the poor, shall' be recompensed at the resur- 
rection of the just." 3. It has been further shown, that in 
my friend's admitting thatthe phrases, "this world," and "that 
world,** contrast the present and future states ; that he has 
admitted that those who shall speak against the Holy Spirit, 
shall not be forgiven, in the present nor the future state. In 
the place then of proving his position, he has involved the 
whole fabric of Universalism. in inextricable difficulty. 

2. The gentleman's second proof-text is found in the. fifth 
chapter of Kotnans. But this, I think, he will find an unfor- 
tunate proof-text for Universalism. In the 8tfr verse, the 
apostle says : "God connnendeth his love toward us, in th'at 
while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us." The person^ 
of whom the apostle here speaks had been sinners; but in the 
9th verse they are said to be "now justified by his blood," and 
"saved from wrath through him." Here he says : "For if, 
when we were enemies we were reconciled to God, by the 
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the death of his Son." They were already justified, recon- 
ciled, and saved when the apostle spoke to them . Upon this 
present justification, salvation or reconciliation, the apostle 
. makes future salvation, through the life of Christ depend.— 
"For," says he, "if when we were enemies we were recon- 
ciled," in the past tense ; not will be reconciled, but " were 
reconciled." Well, Paul, what if we were reconciled?— 
He answered ; "Much more, being reconciled, we shall be 
sa ved by his life." Verse 10. Now, my friend will not 
say that all mankind are justified, saved, and reconciled in 
this life ; yet the apostle has a promise of "much more" in 
the future world for those who were justified, saved and re- 
conciled in this life. Present justification, salvation, reconcil- 
iation, through the blood of Christ, are obtained by repenting 
and turning to God in this world. The apostle, then, teaches 
that if we are thus justified, saved, and reconciled in this 
life, "we shall [future tense] be saved by his life." This ac- 
cords with my friend's statement in his speech. He said 
"justification was through righteousness." Of course it must 
be righteousness in this life, for he does not believe that any 
will be in the eternal world unjustified, and have to be justi- 
fied through righteousness there ! 

What goes to prove that I am correct in this, is the fact 
that my friend said he "did not believe in imputed righteous- 
ness." By this statement he has involved Universalism in a 
pretty predicament truly I They are saved "through righte- 
ousness," he says, but he "does not believe in imputed right- 
eousness." All must be saved by their own righteousness ; 
and if they die unrighteous, they go intp the future world un- 
righteous, and consequently unsaved, until they are justified 
through their own righteousness. Your future salvation is, 
therefore, emphatically a salvation by works. This is a splen- 
did move truly to prove that all will be saved ! But if the 
gentleman will turn over to the 6th chapter, 17th and 18th 
verses, he will find that the disciples at Rome were justified 
through righteousness, by "obeying, from the heart, that form 
of doctrine which was delivered them," and being then made 
free from sin, they became the servants of righteousness. 

The gentleman emphasises the words, " where sin abound- 
ed, grace did much more abound." Well, where did sin 
abound ? In this world most certainly, and not in t he future. 
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Well, the, apostle simply says, " where sin abounded, grace 
did (no$ will) much more abound." How can he make the 
words, "where sin abounded, grace did much more abound," 
prove that grace will abound to all in the coming world?— 
Notwithstanding this superabundance of grace, the same 
apostle commands us to " follow peace with all men and ho- 
liness, without which no man shall see the Lord : looking 
diligently . lest any man fail of the grace of God." Heb. 1 2: 
14, U. , J, - 

I undertake to say, that the gentleman contradicted the 
apostle, in. the speech which, you have just heard. The 
apostle says, "Death reigned from Adam to Moses, even 
over them that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam's 
transgression," v. 14. My friend says, " death, moral and 
spiritual, passed upon all men, not because one man sinned, 
tut because that all have sinned." The apostle says, " For 
if by one man's, offence death reigned by one, much more 
they which receive the abundance of grace, and the gift of 
righteousness, shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ." — 
Again the apostle says, " by one man's disobedience many 
weice made sinners." These expressions of the apostle my 
friend: does not believe. I hope he will state distinctly in 
his next speech*. whether he believes that "by one man's 
offence death reigned by one," — that ** by one man's disobe- 
dience many were made sinners," and that " by one man 
sin entered into the world, and death by sin." I wish him 
to answer, . without any equivocation, whether he believes 
these passages. 

He lias furnished us with a new wrinkle, not only in the- 
ology in common, but in Universalism. And that is, that 
the death spoken of in the chapter under consideration, is 
spiritual and moral death ! I should be pleased to hear him 
explain how moral death could have " reigued from Adam 
to Moses, even over them that had not sinned, after the si- 
militude of Adam's transgression." I had supposed that mor- 
al and spiritual death simply reigned over sinners. This is 
a splendid exposition of Scripture, truly ! ! 

While the gentleman was making his criticism on the 
words, "by," "through," and "because," I. was doing my 
utmost to understand htm; but, possibly owing to the obtuse* 
ness of my mind, I could not be certain that I did. This is 
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about all I can make of it : " By cue man tin enteral into 
the world, and death by sin," "not because one man sinned!* 
Well, now the question is, where is the difference bcftwefeb 
death entering into the world by one man, atod because tf 
one man 1 What would you say of me if I should say, in 
Mr. A.'s industry he became wealthy, but not because of hi* 
industry he became wealthy ? You would certainly look 
upon it as a weak criticism. The apostle explains the shat- 
ter, v. 19, as follows: "By one man's disobedience ihstoy 
were made sinners." 

If it simply be moral and spiritual death, as my friend 
contends, and it comes by actual transgression, and not by 
the Adamic sin, then infants are not included in it at aH, and 
consequently his universal salvation will leave out all the in- 
fants ; for no one of sense has ever tried to prove faftftts 
guilty of actual sin. I should be pleased to see how my 
friend will mend this. Thus his proof-text clearly testifies 
against him. 

3. Mr. Mi's third proof-text is found in Romans 8 : tfr, 
23. After conversing some time on the passage,*without tell- 
ing us what the word "creature" means, evidently showing 
that he feared to take a position, he tells us that "Tfenrj*, 
Pool, and Macknight say, that the word rendered 'creature' 
and 'creation,' in the passage under consideration, signifies 
*every human creature,' 'all mankind,' " and asks me lottfl 
him what the word does mean. It is his business id tell what 
it means, for unless he does this, there is no proof in thfe 
passage. 1 simply have to show that the passage does not 
prove hisr doctrine ; and from the manner in which he in- 
troduced it, I see that he does not rely upon it with tntteti 
confidence. Be.it remembered then, that his whole proof 
depended on what he had not courage to state, that id, that 
"creature" means all mankind. I shall now show, in a few 
words, that it cannot have that meaning. 

Verse 19, wo are informed that "the earnest expectation 
of the creature waiteth for the manifestation of the sons of 
God." Here we have the "creature" and the "sons of God." 
Now I presume the " sons of God " are a part of mankind, 
but if the "creature" that waiteth for the manifestation of 
the sons of God, is all mankind, thesons of God, whose man- 
ifestation it waiteth for, are no part of alt mankind. It will 
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tkrt do to say, that the creature waiteth for the manifestation 
of itself ! This would be nonsense. 

Verse 23, we are informed " that the whole creation 
gfoan&h and travaileth in pain together until now : and not 
6nly they, but ourselves also, which have the first fruits of 
ibe spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting 
for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of bur body." Now, 
if the "creation" of the 22d verse, is "all mankind," why 
does the apostle say, "not only they, but we ourselves also,- 
in verse tS ? Has he " atl mankind,** and " we ourselves 
also," over and above all mankind ? This is getting into a 
singular predicament. 

The gentleman speaks of several authorities that say tlje 
original word (ktins) from which we have creature and Cre- 
ation, means all mankind. Let us examine a Few passages. 
• 4 For the invisible things of him from the creation of the 
World are clearly seen." Ro. 1 : £0. Insert all manMrid 
in the place of creation, and see what kind of sense you wifl 
have. You have it then, " for the invisible things of him 
from the all mankind of the world," &c. '"If any ban Be 
rn Christ he is a new creature." 2 Cor. 5: 17. That is, 
* r it any man be in Christ, he is a new *all mankind*! ?*— 
'•Who is the first born from the dead of every creature/' 
Col: 1 : 15. That is, " the first born from the dead of evfety 
*all mankind. 9 " I will not multiply passages. 

By commencing at the 1 6th verse, you wilt see that this 
chapter is so far from proving Universalism, that it affords 
a strong argument against it. " The spirit itself beareth wit- 
ness with our spirit that we are the children of God : and if 
children," yes, " if children, then heirs ; heirs of God, and 
joint heirs with Christ, if so be that we suffer with hfrn ;" 
yes, sir, " if so be that we suffer with him, that we taay bfe 
glorified together." This differs very widely from that doc- 
trine which declares we "shall be glorified together," wheth- 
er we suffer with him or not. These ifs are greatly in the 
way of Universalism. 

4. My opponent's fourth proof-text is found, 1 Cor. 15. 
I listened to him as closely as possible, but was entirety un- 
able to see the proof of his proposition. He quotes the words, 
"As in Adam all die, even so in Christ, all shall be made 
aiiVe," which brings to my mind a cut I saw in a Darter's 
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shop, in Dayton, Ohio. A man is represented, by this con- 
trivance, as standing, holding scales in his hands. On one 
end of the beam are the words, "As in Adam all die." In 
the center are the words " Even so." On the other end are 
the words, " In Christ alt shall be made alive." Well, now 
the question arises, what do the words "even so" apply to? 
If it be the number that died in Adam shall be "even so," the 
same that shall be made alive in Christ, then it proves noth- 
ing only what we all believe, that all will be raised from ihe 
dead. But if it be the quality shall be the same "even so" 
as it was when they died in Adam, it does not suit Univer- 
salists, for they contend that the quality shall be more than 
"even so" in the resurrection, as it was when they died in 
Adam. 

The gentleman tells us that all were made alive "in 
Christ," and that the phrase, "in Christ," occurs about forty 
times, in the New Testament, and "is always applied to 
those who are justified." This is too weak to be even good 
sophistry. It is the Greek word en that is here translated in. 
This word is translated, by, through, with, in, and several 
"other translations in the New Testament. Every sensible 
man knows that the English word in, t can have na other 
meaning, in any passage of scripture, than the Greek word 
from which it is translated. Well, will any one say, that "en 
Christ," is "always applied to those who are justified V 9 
This word, when it signifies place, should always be transla- 
ted in, but when it signifies agency, it should be translated by. 
*It would noi sound well to read, "For in Him tire all things 
created," &c.— Col. 1: 16, but "by him," &c, for he is the 
agent through or by which it is done. But when we read of 
"baptising en Jordan," it implies place, and cannot be trans- 
lated by, or through. When the apostle said "in Adam 
all die," he does not mean that Adam was the place where 
all die, but the agent through which, or by which death was 
brought upon all. Just so, when it is said, "in Christ all 
shall be made alive," it does not mean that Christ is the 
place where, all shall be made alive, but the agent through 
which, or by which, all shall be made alive. To say 
that Christ is the place, would be the most weak and childish 
thing that has appeared in the 1 9th century. 
* If then, the passage simply means by or through, Christ all 
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shall be made alive, as it was by or through Adam all 
died, what becomes of my friend's argument? 

The apostle proceeds, "Christ the first fruits, afterwards 
they that are Christ's at his coming." This passage the 
gentleman applies to the resurrection of the dead, as it 
undoubtedly ought to be applied ; and consequently as the 
apostle speaks of those "that are Christ's at his coming," 
and the resurrection of the dead, he implies that there witl 
be some that are not Christ's at that time. Here then, 
he has involved his doctrine in a difficulty, from which 
he will be unable to extricate it. 

From the expression "they that are Christ's," to the close 
of the chapter, he simply speaks of his brethren — they that 
are Christ s, and says not one word about any others, 
and any expression applied to them, does nothing towards 
proving my friend's favorite proposition, "that all the wicked 
will be saved." This I shall abundantly show hereafter, 
and hope in the mean time, my friend will give us the best 
arguments he can produce, as T desire no victory but that of 
truth over error. Y 

When the gentleman quotes authorities, I hope he will 
give the references, that I may examine them. 

* ' - .' [Time expired .] 



I v 



MR. MANFORD'S SECOND SPEECH. 



Respected Audience: 



Mri F. says that my proposition, if true, is of but little 
.importance. I was completely astonished when I heard this 
statement. What! is it of no importance that our Heavenly 
Father will,, in the "dispensation of the fullness of times," 
redeem al^rtis offspring from error and sin 1 Is it of no im- 
portance that the great heart of humanity shall throb withti ^ 
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love of Gojit Is it of no importance that the severed links 
of affection shall again be blended together in one peaceful, 
harmonious whole, never more to be separated ? After this, I 
shall be astonished at nothing. U\a remark is a proof of the 
degrading tendency of the doctrine of endfeas misery. 
Says Mr. F., there is not one passage in the Bible which 
says "all men shall be holy.*' Nor any which says "all men 
shall be happy." Nor yet is there any passage which says, 
"kit men shall be holy and happy." In answer to this, 
! will suppose my friend was in the affirmative of the follow- 
ing proposition, viz: "Do the scriptures teach that any 
pari of mankind will be holy and happy ?" This proposition 
ne believes, and of course would be willing to defend it. 
Now, suppose I were his opponent, and should answer 
his arguments as he has mine. This, then, would be my 
reply. There' is not one passage in the Bible, which says 
"atjy part of mankind shall be holy." Nor any passage 
Which says that "any part of mankind shall be happy." 
"Nor yet, is there any passage which says that "any part of 
mankind shall be holy and happy." In reply to me, I sup- 
pose my friend would say there were passages, which in other 
Words, taught the same thing. I make the same answer. 
Shalt we not henceforth have something more like the 
reasoning of a man ? 

Let what has just been said be an answer to all assertions 
that my proof texts do not contain nhe words "holy," 
"happy," "final," dec. Mr. F. cannot possibly be so igno- 
rant as not to know that a proposition can be proved without 
using the exact words of that proposition. My friend is not 
pleased with my statement of the issue between us. I 
thought I had stated it fairly. But he says that he does 
not believe any of the wicked will be saved ; and quotes 
a passage to prove that the wicked will be turned into 
hell. I am right glad he has quoted this scripture, and when 
we come to the last proposition, I will attend to it for him. 
Of course Mr. F. believes sinners are wicked, and that the 
v wicked are sinners, or in other words, that these words 
are convertible. Now, Paul says, "Jesus came into the 
world to save sinners." But Mr. F. solemnly protests 
against either believing that all sinners will be saved, or that 
any "sinners will be saved. He cannot extricate himself from 
this difficulty by saying that he only meant none of the 
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wicked would be saved in their wickedness. J did him the 
justice to say this for him. My words were as follows: 
"Neither of us believe that any will be saved in their wicked- 
ness*— in their sios; but from theif wickedness — from their 
sins." But notwithstanding this careful qualification, Mr. F. 
still says that I have not properly stated the issue. He has 

?;ot into a difficulty here, which he will find bard to escape 
rom. 

He thinks, in order to enjoy salvation in the future state, 
men will have to sin in the future state ! He says, therefore, 
because I believe all sinners will be saved, that I must believe 
all will be sinners in the eternal world \l , 

I will give his remarks on Matthew and Luke aU the at- 
tention I deem they merit. He thinks those Evangelists con- 
tradict each other; tftat Matthew represents Christ a» speak- 
ing of the resurrection of all the dead, while Luke oLou\y 
part! And this is his way of evading my argument built o» 
those passages I If, however, Luke does not contradict Mat- 
thew, then all the dead will "be accounted worthy" of being 
raised the children of God, equal to the angels, to die no 
more. I again call on him to tell me if all will not be worthy 
of that world — the future world— and a resurrection from the 
dead .' He will please answer that question. He certainly, 
believes that all will be "accounted ^worthy" of a future state 
and the resurrection. He will not deny this. Well, Jesus 
informs us that all who shall be accounted worthy of existing 
hereafter, "shall be equal to the angels of heaven, shall be 
the children of God, shall die no more, shall live iznto him." 
I shall hold him right here. He thinks the words, "For be 
is not the God of the dead, but of the living, for all — the 
dead — live unto him," affords my argument no aid! They. 
prove, 1st, that all the dead live, and consequently afford 
additional proof that Christ spoke of the resurrection of all 
mankind. & : That all the dead, not only liva, but live unto 
Him — God. What is meant by living unto God ? Undoubt- 
edly to love him, serve him, and enjoy his blessings— to be 
likp the angels. Well* all the dead are thus to live unto 
God. Does Mr. F. believe this of all thejiead I Far from 
it. He thinks tome will live unto God, and some will live un- 
to the devil. In no sense can it be said that the damned m 
an orthodox hell live unto God. I call his special attention 
to this argument 
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That the word, world, has various meanings in the Bible; 
he knows or ought to know. Both of us, however, admit that 
in this passage it refers to the spirit land. In the proper 
place I will prove that the phrase, "this world and world to 
come," in Matt. 12, has no reference to the future state. In 
fact, most of orthodox commentators take this ground. When 
my friend's endless misery proposition comes before us, I 
will prove that the "resurrection to damnation," in John 5, 
does not relate to the resurrection to immortality. Let him 
bring these and similar passages up at the proper time, and I 
will show that they do not afford an inch of ground for him 
to rest a foot on. The question now is, does Christ, in Matt. 
22 and Luke 20, teach a resurrection^ of all the dead to a 
blessed immortality ? Let Mr. F. show, if he can, that Jesus 
does not. He informs us that the Bible makes the blessedness 
of the resurrection depend on our conduct in this life ! How 
will infants and idiots then be raised, whose conduct was neither 
good or bad ? Will their condition in the resurrection be ac- 
cording to their Conduct in this world? Please inform us. 
On my second proof-text, Mt. F. has made a weak effort tru- 
ly. He has not said any thing that is really worth replying 
to. I firmly believe "that God commendeth his love toward 
us, in that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us," and 
that this exhibition of love and mercy was not m vain. God 
loves all, Christ died for a//, and hence 1 infer that all will 
forever enjoy the blessing of the love of heaven; Can any 
reasonable person infer otherwise ? I of course believe in a 
present salvation, but do not believe with him that it is the 
foundation on which to build our hope of heaven in eternity. 
This present salvation is the gift of God, and so will be our 
eternal salvation. God saves us in this world, and he will 
save us in the world to come. Paul, by the expressions, "we 
shall be saved from wrath," ,3M we shall be saved* by his life," 
cannot have any reference to the eternal world, but to a con- 
tinuation of the present salvation during life. I now enjoy 
good health, and hope to be saved from sickness while T live: 
Paul and his brethren were saved, and they hoped Tor a con- 
tinuation of that salvation to the end of their earthly journey. 

But if none will be favored with a seat in heaven but those 
who are reconciled to God and saved here, what will become 
of those who never heard the gospel, and consequently can 
not be saved by it in this world 1 Mt . F . vety ^oiitfcly informs 
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m€ that I do not beKeve certain expressions in this chapter 
about sin and death, and then very consistently wishes me to 
tell distinctly, without equivocation, whether I believe those 
declarations ! I will inform him that I do believe all that is 
written in that chapter, ana\ I also believe that he knows but 
little about that portion of Homans. I could show, I think, 
that my views of death and of the origin of sin, are correct, 
but as my argument on that chapter would not be affected if 
those views were false, I do not think it best to spend much 
time now on those subjects. The more important question 
is; does the apostle, in that chapter, teach the destruction of 
sin and death, and the universal reign of righteousness and 
eternal life ? I affirm he does. Mr. F. has neglected most 
of my proof of this all-important point. Let me again call 
his attention to it. In verse 1 8 the apostle informs us, that in- 
asmuch as judgment came on all men to condemnation, the' 
free gift — the gospel of Christ — came into the world to justify 
all men, to deliver them from this condemnation. This agrees 
w4th what Paul elsewhere says; "For the grace of God — the 
gospel — that bririgeth salvation to all men — hath appeared." 
Means then are provided for the redemption of alHrotn cdh- 
demnation. The next verse informs us that the means will 
be efficacious, will redeem all from the dominion of sin and 
its consequences.^ 

Here, it is said that the many, which* all admit means all 
mankind, were made sinners, so that the many— all *he 
sinners be made righteous. All are sinners by some 
means, and all shall be made righteous. Yes, the grace of 
God will be effectual in doing that for which it was sent. It 
was given to save the world and it will fully do its work. 
Saith the Almighty, " For as the rain cbmeth down, and the 
snow from heaven, and returneth not thither, but watereth 
the .earth, and maketh it brirg forth and bud, that it may 
give seed to the sower, and bread to the eater : so shall my 
word — the gospel— be that goeth forth out of my mouth ; 
it shall not return unto me void but shall accomplish that 
which I pjease, and it shall prosper in the thing whereto I 
sent it." Isa. 55: 10, 11. The next verse — " Moreover 
the law entered that offences might abound : but where sin 
abounded, grace did much more abound." By "law " here 
is meant the law of Moses. It was given that offences 



144 THJtOLOQlCAI* DISCUSSION. 

might abound, or in other word*, that it might be known 
what deeds were sinful, for " where there is no law there is 
no transgression. By " grace " is intended the gospel of 
Christ. It is said " The law came by Moses, but grace and 
truth by Jesus Christ." Well, where sin, produced by a 
knowledge of the law, abounded, grace — the gospel— -did 
much more abound, it has gone out into all the earth to 
bless and sanctify all of Adam's sinful race. In the next 
vera* wo are again informed that this grace will save the 
world : "And as sin hath reigned unto death, 9 ' — condemna- 
tion, as the 18th verse expresses it, which by the way 
proves that it is moral death—- 44 even so might grace reign 
through righteousness" — the righteous labor of Jesus Christ 
M unu> eternal life," or justification to life, to righteousness* as 
it is expressed in the 18th and 19th verses. Here is an ar- 
gument in favor of universal blessedness it is impossible to 
avoid. 1. Judgment, condemnation and death, came on all 
men. 2. The grace of God is given to save all mankind 
from these evils. 3. It wilL produce universal righteousness* 

What he said about infants, must have been offered for 
the want of something better to say at the time. As infants 
are without sip, they do not need to be saved from sin. If 
they die infants, (hey die without sin ; even according to my 
friend's theory, they go to heaven. He suggests that possi- 
bly the obtuseness of his mind prevents him frora under- 
standing me at all times. I shall leave him alone with his 
own suggestions. Possibly he may be right. If he cannot 
perceive any difference of meaning between the words by 
and through and the word because^ then he is right ! Multi- 
tudes, in heathen, Mohamedan and Christian lands, now fail 
of the grace of God, revealed in the gospel ; but I trust that 
in the dispensation of the fulness of ume, all will enjoy this 
grace through Jesus Christ. It is no where said that any 
will utterly fail of this grace. The Bible does not contra- 
dict itself. 

I now come to Mr. Franklin's remarks on Rom. 8. He 
says I feared to take a position with reference to the word 
creation* and that it is for me to say what the word means, 
and not for hUn. 1 did define that word, and sustained my 
defipiiton by Henry, Pool, and Mac knight. But he cannot 
3A£ in iruth,that he has somuch as tried to hint at its mean* 
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ing. What are you afraid of- ? Do you not dare tell us 
what you think about it, or do you not think anything ? He 
represents me as producing these authorities to prove the 
word means all mankind in every place in the Bible where 
it occurs. This is a gross and willful misrepresentation. 
I introduced them to prove it has that meaning in the 22d 
verse of this chapter. Word* have different meanings in 
different places, and their signification must be determined 
by their context/ My friend seems to be totally ignorant of 
this fact. The term is so carefully qualified here that there 
is no room for misunderstanding it, " The whole creation 
shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption." I will 
inform Mr. Franklin, for his information, that this phrase, 
'•the whole creation," does not occur in one of the passages 
he quotes and makes so much noise about. This must be a 
mortifying fact to my friend, as he relies so much on them, 
lie informs us that the "sons of God" and "ourselves" com- 
pose no part of the whole creation! ! Then- of course they 
were not created at all ! Will he venture to tell us how 
they came into existence 1 By the "sons of God" and "our- 
selves" are evidently meant believers — those who are "sav- 
ed by hope," are " led by the spirit of God," verses 14, 24. 
As they the christians, compose no part of *±the whole 
creation," they are not to be "delivered from the bondage of 
corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of God." 
Bear in mind that St. Paul and all his christian brethren 
do not belong to "the whole creation," aud consequently are 
not to enjoy "• the glorious deliverance " promised ! This 
follows from what he says on that subject. " The whole 
creation," then, is to be delivered from corruption, but 
as christians do not belong to " the whole creation " they 
are never to be blessed with such a deliverance. " Herein 
is wisdom." But a little attention to the Bible makes Paul's 
meaning plain. Christians are embraced in "the whole cre- 
ation," and then as he wishes to speak of their peculiar pri- 
vileges, he speaks of them separate and apart. In 1 John 2: 
2, there is a similar form of expression : "And he is the 
propitiation for our sins : and not for ours only, but also for 
the sins of the whole world." U ere christians are spoken of 
distinct from "the whole world," and according to my friend's 
logic, they comgose jio pajrt of "the whole world. ' But 
10 
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Joha and his brethren are embraced in "the whole world," 
and so are Paul and his brethren embraced in " ibe whole 
creation." This is a glorious promise. "The whole ere* 
tion" is to be " delivered from the bondage of corruption 
into the glorious liberty of the children of God." Language 
cannot be more expressive of universal sal vatic*. May w« 
all believe this blessed promise, and with the primitive chris- 
tians, be now saved by- hope.. 

What Mr. F. says about 1 Cor. 15, 1 will" now notice.— 
That the phrase "even so" relates to number, and cannot re- 
late to quality, is evident : "As in Adam all die, even so in 
Christ shall all be made alive." If the words "even so" 
do not relate to the word "all," in each member of the sen- 
tence, then it relates to nothing whatever, and means nothing ; 
and I infer this is his understanding of it ; for he says, "from 
the expression, 'they that are Christ's,' which is in the next 
verse, to the close of the chapter, he simply speaks of his 
brethren;" So in the 22d verse he speaks of the resurrec- 
tion of all mankind, but in the next verse, of the resurrection 
of his brethren. Now, let us examine the 2£d verse just 
quoted. 

In Christ. He thinks this a wrong translation, and that 
it should be ^rendered " by Christ," because " Christ is not 
the place whereall shall be made alive." Well, the same 
apostle in another passage says, " Therefore if any iftan be 
in Christ he is a new creature." 2 Cor. 6 : 17. He will 
admit that this is a right translation, for it would not do to 
say "if any man be by Christ he is a new creature." If in 
is correctly rendered here, then Christ is the "place where" 
men are made new creatures ; and if men can be made new 
creatures in Christ, why can they not be made "alive in 
Christ?" But I have a host of proof that we can be in 
Christ; this truth is taught in all parts of the New Testa- 
ment. " Know ye not that as many as were baptized into 
Christ were baptized into his death." Rom. 6:9. " For 




synonymous 

Do not these scriptures teach that we can be in Christ t No 
people talk and write so much about the importance of being 
in Christ as Mr. Franklin's brethren do. "Be baptized into 
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Christ " is the theme on which they delight to dwell. But 
according to my friend, no one can be in Christ by any 
means, not even by baptism ; for to be in Christ, he says, is 
raakiqg Christ "the place," and he adds, to use his words, 
" this would be the most weak and childish thing that has 
appeared in the Mhh century." Then he and his brethren 
have preached lots of foolishness ; and not only they, but all 
the apostles of Christ, for they taught a universal gathering 
in Christ. 

It is not in the 22d but in the 21st verse that we are taught 
that we shall be raised by Christ. "For since by man came 
death, by man — the man Christ Jesus — also came the, resur- 
rection of the dead." Then follows the verse under consid- 
eration : "For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all 
be made alive." In the first verse quoted we are taught thai 
the dead shall be raised by Christ, and in the second that 
they shall be raised in Christ. Raised by Christ, in Christ. 
In and by are taken from two different prepositions, and have 
different significations. But if the same idea is contained in . 
lxfth places, why are the prepositions different ? The 22d 
verse, then, means just as it reads. All the dead shall be 
raised in Christ — not one out of Christ: and Jo be "in Christ 
is to be a new creature ; to have old things pass away, and 
have all things become new." I am willing to rest the whole 
controversy on that verse. There, clearly and positively, 
a universal resurrection to glory and honor is taught. In the 
next verse, he says, Paul begins to speak of the resurrection 
of his brethren, those who are Christ's. Those who are in 
Christ belong to Christ; and we have seen that all Who v die 
in Adam will be raised in Christ ; consequently, in the resur- 
rection all will be Christ's. But says he : "the words 'they 
that are Christ's at his coming' imply there will be some that 
will not be his." The Psalmist says . "All nations whom 
thou hast made shall come and worship before thee, O Lord.'' 1 
No one infers from this that there are nations God has not 
raadfe. Neither should we conclude that all will not be .Christ's, 
from the language of the apostle. In my next speech I shall 
offer much more proof that aH will be Christ's in the eternal 
world; "The few moments remaining I will devote to intro- 
ducing other proofs of my proposition. " Having made 
known unto us the%ystery of his, will, according to hi* good, 
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pleasure, which he hath purposed in himself: That in the dis- 
pensation of the fulness of time he might gather together in one, 
all things in Christ f both which are in heaven and which are 
on earth, even in him." Eph. 1 : 9, 10. Here the apostle 
first speaks of the good pleasure, will, and purpose of God. 
2. He says it is God's good pleasure, will, and purpose to 
gather together in one all things in Christ, both which 
are in heaven and which are in earth even in him. Here 
we are twice informed that it is God's purpose to gather all 
things in Christ, in him. The preposition in occurs six 
times in this passage, and in two places it is said that 
alt things shall be gathered together in Christ, in him ; 
and he will not dare to say it means by in one of the places. 
Notwithstanding he says is "weak and childish" to suppose 
we can be in Christ, Almighty God has purposed that all 
shall "Be gathered in Christ, and St. Paul believed it and 
preached it. How well this corresponds with what Paul says 
in Corinthians 15. When he informs us that all the dead shall 
be raised in Christ, he wrote what he knew was God's good 
pleasure, will, and purpose. [ Time expired.]-* 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S SECOND REPLY. 



Beloved Fellow-Citizens : 

- * 

That my friend, Mr. M., feels completely defeated, I think, 
must be fully evident to you all, from the speech vou have 
just heard. It is to be hoped he will recover from his disap- 
pointed feelings, at least so far as to get in a better humor, 
and manifest less anger. He talked as'crabbtdly as if he 
had lost all his friends. In his excitement,- he told you, that 
I said, that his " proposition, if true, is of but little import- 
ance," and adds, "I was completely astonished when I 
heard this." But perhaps he will be more astonished when. 
Ltell him that he did not hear it at all. Wy statement was. 
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if " his proposition should prove true, it is of hut little im- 
portance whether we debate it or not, or whether any body 
shall believe it or not." I still say if his position is true, it 
is no difference whether any creature under heaven believes 
it or not, for all who fight against it will be just as happy in 
heaven as those who believe it all their lives. He adds, 
" after this I shall be astonished at nothing." Will he not 
recall this after his excitement, and conclude not to " be as- 
tonished at nothing?" 

I do not say the precise words of a proposition must be 
contained in a proof text, but words which have the same 
meaning of the terms of the proposition must be contained 
in the proof text, or it cannot sustain the proposition. In 
relation to my friend's proposition, I say then, that not only 
are the terms of his proposition not in the Bible, but there 
are no other terms there which have their meaning. If he 
thinks he can find the same expressions indicative or con- 
firmative of the final holiness and happiness of the wicked, 
that I can of the righteous, I will give him a specimen : u To 
them who by patient continuance in well doing, seek for glory, 
and honor, and immortality, eternal life." Now, as the gen- 
tleman has set out to prove that " all the wicked will be 
saved," let him show one place where the promise just 
quoted, is given to any but those who continue faithful in 
well-doing. 

The gentleman tells you that when he comes to the last 
proposition he will attend to the wicked being " turned into 
hell." He ought to profit by the old adage, " never put off 
for to-morrow, what ought to be done to-day." I see he is 
turning orthodox, and is putting off the " evil day." The 
last proposition will have its own troubles. But this was the 
best he couid do, as he was involved in so many difficulties 
that he knew he could not escape from them ; and to keep 
up the spirits 'of the very few of his brethren present, he 
tells them that he will attend* to these matters at a " more 
convenient season," 

Mr. M. appears to be heartily sick of his statement — that 
all sinners will be saved. But he gathered up courage 
enough to quote the words : " Jesus came into the world to 
save sinners." But this does not help him out of the diffi- 
culty. We all can see how Jesus can save sinners " from 
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their sins " in this world, where he came to save them ; bat 
we cannot see how they can be saved from their sins in the 
coming world, if there is no sin there. A Universalian hell 
is a perfect bugbear, and salvation from it a grand chimera. 
A preacher of universal salvation ! Salvation from what ? 
From sin 1 No, for there will be no sin in the coming 
world! Is it a salvation from hell ? No, for there will be 
no hell in the coming world. Is it a salvation from punish- 
ment ? No, for there will be no punishment in that world. 
Well, in the name of reason and common sense, what are 
wo to be saved from? Nothing under the heavens. In a 
private conversation with me, the gentleman allowed the 
devil was a great scare-crow ; but his salvation is worse — it 
is a perfect nonentity. He says, " I think, in order to enjoy 
salvation in a future state, a man. will have to sin in a 
future state." But this is another of his statements in his 
excitement. I do not think so at all, but I. think Christ and 
the apostles labored to turn men from their sins in this 
world, that they might flee the wrath to come. 

The gentleman told you that I think Matthew and Luke 
contradict each other. You must make allowance, my 
friends, for these statements. He is so confused that he 
cannot remember what I said, much less tell what I think. 
I do not think these historians contradict each other, nor 
does it become a minister of the gospel to try to involve 
them in contradictions. Mr. M., like Mr. Paine, cannot see 
how one historian can record a matter, and another omit it, 
without contradicting each other. I have admitted ail he 
could reasonably request, which is that probably Matthew did 
include, ally but even this cannot be proved. But if Mr. M. 
cannot see that Luke gives a fuller account than Matthew, 1 
can easily make this audience see it. Matthew simply re- 
cords the words : " For in the resurrection they neither 
marry, nor are»given in marriage, but are as the angejs of 
God in heaven." Now, which one of these words, or what 
part of this sentence, means that all men shall be " holy ? " 
Mr. M. has admitted that the word holy is not in the passage. 
What word, then, has that meaning ? or by what part of this 
sentence does he prove that all will be holy ? But he af- 
firms that all men shall be happy. Well, the word happy is 
pot in the text, as he admits. What word, then, means thai 
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all men shall be happy} But he affirms that all men shall 
be finally holy and happy. Neither of these words are to 
be found in the passage, nor dare the gentleman select any 
word in the passage and say it means the same as any one 
of these. If, then, the words finally, holy, and happy, are 
not in the passage, nor any other words that have the same 
meaning, how does my friend find proof in it that all men 
will be holy and happy ? Does he say, the whole matter 
rents on the expression, " they shall be as the angels of God 
in heaven " ? Then, I ask, in what respect does he say they 
ehall be as the angels 1 The Savior answers : " They nei- 
ther marry nor are given in marriage" This will be a real 
Shaker heaven, truly, consisting in the abolishment of mar- 
riage alone ! ! ! But " all live unto him." Wall, what 
does that prove ? It is in the present tense, and does not say 
that all shall live unto him, but simply, " all live unto him." 
If this proves the holiness and happiness of all, it proves 
that all are holy and happy now, for it says nothing about 
What shall be. I felt sorry for the gentleman, to hear and 
see him strain his lungs to emphasize these words as he did, 
when they come not in sight of his proposition. But still I 
must not blame him too much, for he has to make his 
speeches in turn, and he must use such materials as he can 

8 et - 

.When we come to Luke, we have an additional state- 
ment, which shows to every man of reason that he isr 
speaking of the resurrection of the just. . He qualifies the 
persons of whom he speaks, thus : " They which shall be 
accounted worthy to obtain that world and the resurrec- 
tion of the dead." But he wishes me to answer the ques- 
tion, whether all will not be accounted worthy. I answer, 
No. All will not be accounted worthy to obtain the heavenly 
world, of which he is speaking. This I showed clearly in 
my first speech, by a reference to two passages of Scripture, 
one of which shows that some will come forth in the resur- 
rection to condemnation, and the other shows that some per- 
sona will be recompensed at " the resurrection of the just." 
These two passages the gentleman dreads, and consequently 
* has laid them over to the " proper place." It is not a 
" proper place " with him, to attend to passages which re- 
late to the resurrection while we are on that subject ! O, no ! 
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his plan is to select an isolated passage, and put a construc- 
tion upon it which contradicts other clear and explicit passa- 
ges on the same subject ; and when I allude to these other 
passages, he tells you, that he will attend to them in the pro- 
per place. I expect to have plenty for hirn to do when he 
gets to the proper place, and that he will be just as busy then 
as he is now; and that if he leaves half his work undone 
now, it will have to remain undone. He applies the 
language of the Savior, spoken of the worthy, to all men, 
and changes the tense from the words, " all live unto him," 
to the words, all shall live unto him. If I should handle the 
word of God in this way, I should wish, too, that there was 
no curse to him who shall add to the word of God. 

When I refer him to the words, " this world and that 
which is to come," as used in reference to the sin against 
the Holy Spirit, he informs us that the word world has dif- 
ferent meanings. I have just discovered his rule for deter- 
mining the meaning of such words. When " that world," 
"eternal," and " everlasting," stand connected with punish- 
men or a state in which there is no forgiveness, they always 
refer to this world, but arhen these words stand related to 
some good, it is as clear as sunbeams in the heavens that 
they relate to the eternal state. This is what lop-sided, gar- 
bling Universalism makes of the word of God. 

But the gentleman does not hesitate to expose to ridicule 
the language of Jesus, which says, "they that have done 
good shall come forth to a resurrection of life." But he in- 
quires as cunningly as those who said, "whose wife shall 
she be 1 " " how then will infants and idiots be raised whose 
conduct was neither good or bad 1 " How do you suppose 
the Savior could answer this very sage question 1 I suppose 
he would answer it very much to the confusion of my friend. 
But he could not ridicule this clear and solemn statement of 
our Lord. The Lord states that all shall come forth, and 
then speaks of the condition of the classes — those who have 
done good, and those who have done evil. The other class 
ho says nothing about, except the fact that they shall come 
forth. Of course I only spoke of those who have done 

fjood or bad. But still a quibble gives my friend some cont- 
ort. 
On the 5th of Rom., the gentleman has renounced his 
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entire faith, and- he would be exceedingly glad if he were 
oat of the entire concern. I asked him in my first speech 
on this proposition, if he believed that, " by one man's of- 
fence death reigned by one," that " by one man's disobedi- 
ence many were made sinnera," and that " by one man sin 
entered into the world." In answer to this he says, " I do 
believe all that is written in that chapter." Well, be has 
now conceded, that he believes that "by one man's offence 
death reigned by one" that " by one man*s disobedience many 
were made sinners ," and that " by one man sin entered into 
the world." Thus you discover he has virtually renounced 
his first speech on this point. But, he says, the death spoken 
of here **is moral death." Well, the resurrection from it is 
only a moral resurrection then, or a. conversion to Christian- 
ity, and there is nothing in the passage about a resurrection 
from the dead literally- So he has given up the whole pass- 
age. He cannot make a moral death of it and a literal res- 
urrection. He is then, in a dilemma. If he admits it to be 
a literal death, he contradicts himself, for he has stated that 
it is a moral death ; and if he continues to say that it is mor- 
al death, it only subjects those under its influence to a grave 
of sin, and a resurrection from it, is simply a conversion, 
and of course in this world, and consequently there is no 
future salvation in the passage. But to make the matter 
still worse, if possible, he has said that he does not believe 
in imputed righteousness ; yet he contends that justification 
is through righteousness. If it is not through the righteous- 
ness of Christ, as he says he does not believe it is, it must 
be through our own righteousness ; and if this be so, we 
must be righteous in this world or go into the eternal world 
unjustified. This he took care to pass in. silence. What is still 
more fatal to his scheme, if possible, is that he showed that 
the " much more," of this chapter is conditional. Hear it 
again: " For if when we were enemies we were reconciled to 
God by the death of his Son ; much more being reconciled 
we shall be saved by his life." Now while Paul says, " much 
more being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life," Mr. 
M. says we shall be saved whether we be reconciled or not 
in this lite. He believes all that is written in this chapter, 
lie says ; does he then believe that " much more being recon- 
ciled, we shall be saved by his life ?" My friend believes 
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all that is written in this chapter. He believes then, that 
" much more being now justified we shall be saved from 
wrath through him." Well* if he believes that the man 
who is now justified and reconciled, will be saved from wrath 
through him, much more than if he were not now justified 
and reconciled, he is no longer a Universalis! ; and thus he 
has taken the trouble to come all the way from Indianapolis 
to Milton, to renounce Universatism,and have it printed in a 
book and circulated throughout this country. 
. The gentleman made so many concessions while speak- 
ing upon this chapter, thut I fear I shall not have time te no- 
tice them all in one short speech. I noticed that the " fro* 
gin," and the " grace of God," were defined by him te be 
the gospel, and consequently to be saved by the " free gift " 
and the " grace of God," is to be saved by the gospel. Well, 
can any man tell how any one can be saved by the gospel, 
except by obeying it in this life ? Surely not. But my 
friend has actually brought the salvation spoken of in this 
chapter into this world. He says, " Paul, by the expres- 
sions, ( we shall be saved from wrath,' * we shall be saved by 
his life? cannot have any reference to the eternal world, but 
to a continuation of present salvation during Jife." And 
what would you guess the present salvation is, with him \ 
You know what he said. " I now enjoy good health, and 
hope to be saved from sickness while I live." What a spir- 
itual salvation this present salvation of Universalism is!-*" 
To be saved from sickness, is present salvation ! Yes, this 
is being " saved from wrath through him," and " saved by his 
life." Well, some most outrageous sinners enjoy this salva- 
tion from wrath ! Does the gentleman believe that " where 
sin abounded grace did much more abound 1 " Why in the 
name of reason does he quote this passage to prove that 
grace will abound in the eternal world? Are the words 
" grace did much more abound," the same as grace shall 
much more abound in the eternal world ? This abundance of 
grace is for them who receive the jjift of righteousness, and, 
as the gentleman does not believe in imputed righteousness, 
this gift of righteousness must be our own righteousness, 
and must be in this life, or we go into the eternal state in 
unrighteousness. He allows what 1 said about infants was. 
for the want of something better. It was because he was* 
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in a difficulty on that point, from which ho has not escaped. 
Ho made the condemnation upon all mankind, and made the 
justification through our own righteous conduct, and conse- 
quently excluded all infants and idiots. With all his char- 
ity therefore, he shuts a large portion of the most innocent 
part of the human race out of heaven ! 

My friend tried to mend up his argument on the 8th 
of Rom., hut made it abundantly worse than it was before. 
Too remember his lovely language. He says, "he supposes 
me as producing these authorities to prove that the word means 
all mankind in every place in the Bible where it occurs. 
This is a gross and wilful misrepresentation." How kind ! 
How anable! But did I misrepresent him? If J did, his 
own words misrepresent him, for I quoted him correctly, a* 
the report of this debate will show. But the truth in the case 
is that he was defeated so signally ou this passage, and thrown 
into such an inextricable difficulty, that he knew not how to 
restrain his wrath ; and consequently, has made no defence 
in his last apeech, except one of the weakest and most point- 
less quibbles I ever beard. But as this was the best he could 
do, you must bear with him. He informs you that the words 
have different meanings in different passages, and that I 
seem to be wholy ignorant of this fact. I am by no 
means ignorant of this fact ; but it is a method always, 
resorted to, by biblical critics, in ascertaining the meaning of 
a word in any particular place, to examine the use of that 
word in other passages. This I did, in examining' the 
word "creature," and can multiply passages abundantly 
where it does not mean all mankind. This, it appears, 
offended him. But I showed ftom the connection, that 
it could not possibly mean all mankind, in the text before us. 
This I did, by referring to verse 19, where the apostle says, 
"The earnest expectation of the creature waiteth -for the 
manifestation of the sons of God." Now, any man who 
cannot see that the "creature" here is one thing, and the "sons 
of God," something else, I should think scarcely an accounta- 
ble being. The "creature" waiteth. Well, what does it 
wait for ? "The manifestation of the sons of God.-" Now, 
if "creature," in this passage, was all mankind, of course it 
includes the "sons of God," for they are a part of all man- 
kind, and consequently, the creature waiteth for the manifes- 
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tation of itself. This is the kind of sense Universal ian in- 
terpretation makes of the word of God. But verse 22 says, 
"the whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together 
until now, and not only they" — and not only who ? "the 
whole creation" — "but ourselves also." But Mr. M. says, 
"the whole creation" in this passage, means all mankind. 
Well, Paul says, "not only they," that is, according to 
Mr. M. "not only all mankind." Well, Paul, who «Tse ! 
"But ourselves also." That is, according to my friend, "not 
only alt mankind, but ourselves also, as well as all mankind. 
What profound exposition* of scripture this! How beauti- 
fully Uhirersalism harmonizes with the word of God ! How 
does the gentleman try to escape from this difficulty ? Sim- 
ply, by referring to the words of John: "not for our sins 
only, but also for the sins of the whole world." But this 
is not the same kind of a sentence. The apostle here men- 
tions a part first, and says, not only this part, but the whole. 
How would it sound to say, "sins of the whole world, 
and not only theirs, but durs also!" This would be equal to 
saying, "my whole farm is under fence, and not " only 
my farm, but my potato patch also." But he was so confused 
that he forgot the plain language of the passage before' 
us; He says, "as they, (the christians,) compose no part of 
the whole creation," they are not to be delivered from "the 
bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the chil- 
dren of God." But the apostle says, "Arid not only they," 
the whole creation — "but ourselves also, which have the 
first fruits of the spirit, even we, ourselves, groan within our- 
selves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption 
of our body." 

"As in Adam all die,, even so, in Christ shall all be made 
aHve." My friend now admits that the words "even so," in 
this passage, relate to the number and not to the quality. 
The passage then, simply asserts the resurrection of all. 
But according to his docrine, it is only a moral resurrection ; 
for he says the death we die jn Adam, is moral death, and of 
course resurrection from it* can be nothing but a moral 
resurrection. He is then in a singular predicament, on this 
passage. But he has favored us with a disquisition on 
the words "in Christ," and denies the agency of Christ 
in making all alive, and has taken the singular position, that 
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Christ is not the agent through which, all are made alive, but 
the place where all are made alive. Well, Adam is the 
place where all die then, for "as in Adam all die, even so in 
Christ all shall be made alive." . "In Adam" then, is 
the place where all die ? A singular place, truly ! Yes, 
and this death is moial death ! and of course, the resurrec- 
tion from it, is a moral resurrection, and the place where 
it. occurs is in Christ!" There is such a state as being 
"in Christ," or such a relation, and those in that state or re- 
lation, are new creatures ; and Paul tells us jqst how many 
are in that state or relation : "As many as have been 
baptized into Christ, have put on Christ." "He quoted this 
passage in his last speech, and now I want him to tell you in 
his next speech, whether he believes persons are "baptized 
into Christ," and if he does, whether all are baptized 
into Christ 1 He says, "In Christ and into Christ, are 
synonymous terms." Well, this will be new to men of 
learning! Will he refer us to a few learned doctors, 
who say "in Christ and into Christ, are synonymous terms?" 
No, we shall have no authority but Mr. Man ford, for this, 
and he contradicts himself too frequently to be good author- 
ity. Learned men have always thought that being "baptized • 
into Christ," is the act of entering the state or relation 
qf being in Christ. Learned men, have always thought that 
there must be an into, before there can be an "in" — that 
is, that a man must enter into a house, before he can be in it, 
but now we are informed that in and into, are synonymous 
terms ! Singular propositions require singular methods to 
defend them ! We may throw away Webster and Walker 
now, as their definitions are all wrong, and let Mr. M. make 
a definition to suit Universal ism ! In the 21 verse, we are 
informed that "since by man came death, by man, also, came 
the resurrection of the dead ; for (vers* 22) as in Adam 
all die, even so in Christ all shall be made alive." What is 
said in verse 22, is given as a reason for what he had said, 
verse 21. The import of the passage is, that through the 
instrumentality of Adam, all die, even so, through the instru- 
mentality of Christ all shall be made alive. In the same 
way they were in Adam, they will be in Christ. They died 
by him, or through him, as is asserted, verse 21, and are 
made alive, tyr or through Christ. I cannot notice his other, 
proof text iow. ^Ttroe ecgvrcd,\ 



158 THEOLOGICAL f>t8CVS9l03t< 



MR. MANFORttS THIRD SPEECH 

Mr. Franklin has very kindly informed you that I wasan«~ 
gry during the delivery of my last speech. I could not help 
noticing the countenances of the audience as my friend was 
making this charge. You, my hearers, seemed to inquire 
of each other, what does Mr. Franklin mean by such a wil- 
fully, unjust and unfounded charge? You know that I have 
exhibited no signs of anger whatever. The most charitable 
supposition I can make is, that my unsophisticated friend is 
unable to distinguish between earnestness and anger. It will 
require a man different from Mr. F. to make me] angry. 

He still harps upon the old question. If there is no hell 
in the future world, how can we enjoy salvation there ? For 
my part I think I could enjoy heaven very well, even though 
I could net look over its battlements down into the depths of 
an endless hell. But I suppose my friend thinks (with a cer- 
tain ,D. D.) that the pleasures of the heavenly host will be 
increased by the sight of the pains of the damned in hell. 
But does he believe in a salvation from he.ll ? No, verily. 
His doctrine is, once in hell, always there. Hence there is 
no salvation from it. I believe, however, in a salvation 
from the "lowest hell." 

According to Universalism, says Mr. Franklin, there is 
no sin in the future world, and as some are not saved from 
sin here, where and when will* they be saved from sin T — 
Does my friend believe there is any insanity in the future 
world? I suppose not. Well, as some men are insane, 
and hence are not saved from insanity here, and as there 
is no insanity in the next world to be saved from, when and 
where are they saved from it? 

Weill all mankind are sinners, and all will, in God's own 
time, be holy and happy ; consequently all mankind will be 
saved from sin. Is Mr. F.'s intellect so obtuse that he can* 
not understand this ? I admit there is no sin, no burning 
hells or howling devils in the spirit-land, to be saved from ; 
but all sin and suffer during a portion of their life, and as all 
a* to be delivered from these evils, they will be safed from 
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them. . A person way die a sinner, or insane, but in order 
for him to be saved from sin or insanity it is not necessary for 
him to be crazy or wicked one moment in the future world. 
1 should think Mr. P. would be ashamed to talk as childish 
as he does. If he is a man he ought to put away " childish 
* things." 

He simply travels for the fourth or fifth time his circle of 
ideas about the resurrection, in Matt, and Luke, but is care- 
ful all the time not to reply to my main points. He denies 
that Luke speaks of the resurrection of all, but thinks Matt, 
does, and so they contradict each other, according to his ac- 
count. I did not say those Evangelists contradict each other. 
I only said, that according to his notions, they do. Has Mr. 
F. no discrimination 1 They both give an account of one 
answer our Savior gave the Sadduceess ; and if one of them 
represents Christ as speaking of the resurrection of all the 
dead, the other also must. Well, Mr. F. thinks it is proba- 
ble that Christ, according to Matthew, informed the Saddu- 
cees that all the dead are like the angels of heaven ; and 
yet he contends that Christ, according to Luke, informed the 
Sadducees that only part of the dead are like the angels, and 
are the children of God ! ! This is a most surprising posi- 
tion ; and it is only equalled by the assertion, that according 
to his views, they do not contradict each other ! ! Both rep- 
resent Jesus as speaking of all the dead. Matthew says they 
'are like the angels of heaven, and Luke says they are equal 
to the angels of heaven, and then explains what is meant by 
that expression — shall be the children of God, shall die no 
more. The truth is, it is more evident from Luke than from 
Matt, that Christ spoke of the resurrection of all the dead, 
for Luke says, "He is not the God of the dead but of the 
living, for all " — the dead — '•live unto him/' That the ad- 
jective all qualifies the word dead cannot be denied. This 
then settles the point. All the dead live unto God ; which 
means they are like the angels, are the children of God, and 
shall die no more. All the dead are then accounted wor- 
thy of being raised from the dead, and of living in the spirit- 
ual world. It is supremely ridiculous* to contend, as Mr. F. 
does, that Jesus, by the expression "are like the angeb," 
meant no more nor no less than that the dead do not marry f I 
Such foHy is not worth replying to, 
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What Mr. Franklin said about my rule for determining the 
meaning of words, I was pleased to observe, met with the ■ 
visible disapprobation of the entire audience. You know, 
my hearers, that I gave no such rule ; but that it is the de- 
formed offspring of his own distempered imagination. An 
effort at wit, on an occasion like the present, is bad. But an 
attempt to bolster up that effort with a falsehood, is, to pro- 
ceed from bad to worse. Mr. Franklin thinks our Savior 
would answer my question, in reference to. in fonts and idiots, 
very much to my confusion. But why did he not answer it 1 
Because he could not. He charges me with an attempt to 
ridicule the words of our blessed Savior. You know that 
this is another wilful fabrication. I did no such thing, and 
God forbid I ever should. The dilemma which he has pre- 
sented to me on the fifth of Romans, 1 have looked at with 
some care. I have tried to find its horns ; but alas ! have 
only been enabled to find two— long ears. 1 repeat what 
I haye already said, that I do believe all the apostle says in 
the fifth of Romans, or in any other place ; but I do not be- 
lieve Mr. Franklin's interpretations of it. 

" Being now justified by his blood, we shall be saved from 
wrath through him." Rom. 5: 9. In explaining this pas- 
sage I -used the following illustration. 1 am. now in good 
health, and hope to be saved from sickness while I live. 
How does Mr. Franklin meet this 1 Why, by saying that I 
understand the present salvation to be a salvation from sick- 
ness.. And, says Mr. Franklin, the most atrocious sinners 
enjoy this salvation from wrath. Would Mr. Franklin have 
resorted to a base, a wilful misrepresentation of my remarks, 
if they could have been answered in any other way ? My 
hearers, your looks answer, no. But I beseech him, for his 
own sake, not to be any more guilty of such gross and man- 
ifest perversions. He should remember that this debate is to 
be published to the world. He has represented me as saying 
that to be saved from sickness is present salvation from sin ! 
O, shame, where is thy blush? But I will tell him once 
more what I did mean, or rather what I said. I now enjoy 
good health, (that is, a present salvation from sickness,) and 
hope to be saved from sickness through life. So all the . 
Roman christians might have said, " We are now saved 
from sin, are justified, and reconciled, much more, we hope 
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'trough Christ, by his life," to enjoy salvation to the end 
or our aaysl 5 * This is all that Paul means; and the much 
more that Mr. F. harps on sd long arid loud, and says it is 
immortality beyond the grave, is no more or less than the 
grace they hoped to be partakers' of during life. As God 
had saved, justified, reconciled them by the death of his Son, 
now that he has risen from the dead, and ascended on high, 
they had much more reason to hope for a continuation of 
salvation. If he is right about this " much more," theii 
none can ever enter heaven but such as have been justified' 
on earth ; and hence the child of one sin, and all the count- 
less millions of the heathens *will Ire damned eternally ! This 
unavoidable inference from his position is enough to prove 
it as false as sin is wicked. 

All liis trash about my renouncing my " entire faith," my 
" first speech," •• giving Up the whole chase," is unworthy 
of any notice, and I shall not condescend to give it any.* 
Nd one pretends that Paul, in Romans, speaks of the resur- 
rection of the dead literally ; but he does speak of a spiritual 
renovation, and says that shall be enjoyed by all that sin. 
But Mr. F. will have it, that all sin, but only pa rt will be 
justified, made righteous. Dr. Clarke contends just as" I am - 
doing, that exactly as many as sin shall be made righteous, 
and he shows the absurdity of the contrary view, by read- 
ing two or three verses as they should read if righteousness 
is'not to be equal in extent to sin. Hear him : " As by the 
offences of one, judgment came upon all men to condem- 
nation ; so, by the righteousness of one, the free gift came 1 
upon some to justification, ver. 18. As by one man's diso- 
bedience, many were made sinners ; so, by the obedience 
of one shall some be made righteous, ver. 19," He adds : 
•* Neither this doctrine nor the thing ever entered the soul of 
this divinely inspired man." I hope Mr. F. will profit by 
these remarks of the learned and pious Doctor. I beg of 
him to pay some attention to the 19tjh verse, where Paul 
teaches that just its many as sin shall be righteous. He 
has thus far passed that verse without comment. As I rely . 
on that verse, I hope he will give it some attention. Mr. I*. 
ought to know that no one can be saved in this world or in 
the world to come, but by the grace of God ; but it is an 
absurd position that no one can enjoy salvation beyond the 
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grave unless he is saved here* Where did he g^t -that,^ 
lion? Not from the Bible. Salvation is commenced ten* 
and completed in eternity ; and the grace of God, through 
Jesus, commences and completes the work. I did not quote 
the words " when sin abounded, grace did much more 
abound," to prove universal salvation in eternity, and he 
knows it ; but he prefers to misrepresent me. He misrepre- 
sented me in many other respects, but I shall let them pass. 
I envy not the man who is so reckless with his tongue. I 
hope he will try to govern that member better hereafter. 

All he said in his last speech on Bom. 8, 1 anticipated and 
refuted when I was up before, and it would have been 
better for him to have said nothing, than to have repeated as 
he did, refuted assertions. He again admits that Paul and 
his brethren did not belong to the whole Creation ; of course, 
then, they came by chance, never were created j and as Mr. 
F. professes to be one of Paul's brethren, he does not belong 
to the creatibn of God either. As "the whole creation" only 
is to be delivered from the bondage of corruption im;o.t}iq 
glorious liberty of the children of God, and as Paul and bis 
brethren, including Mr. Franklin and brethren, compose no, 
part of the whole creation, they are to have no part in that 
glorious deliverance!! My wise and learned friend after 
this should be called "Doctor Franklin." To save Paul and 
his brethren, he says the apostle tells us, that they were "wait- 
ing for the adoption, to- wit, the redemption of our body." — 
Ah, St. Faul and Dr. Franklin, you will have to wait a lpng 
time, as you do not belong to the whole creation. There h 
-no redemption for you. My friend must reverse his theory 
after this — send christians to hell and sinners to heaven. — 
But I am strongly inclined to the opinion that all mankind are 
embraced in.the whole creation, and consequently all mankind 
are to be delivered from "the bondage of corruption, into th$ 
glorious liberty of the children of God." These are more 
expressive terms than "holy and happy" are. He. repeats 
his assertion that I referred to authority to prove that "crea-. 
tion" or "creature," wherever it occurs, means all mankind. 
1 said that Dr. Macknight and others inform "us ^that in the 
passage under consideration it means "ali mankind," "every 
human creature." When he makes a mistake, he will never 
givo it up. 

I now come to 1 Cor. 15. 1 have never contended thct 
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tpm^vo, ia-the 22d verse, relates to the quality, as Mr. F. 
knows ; bufc^he* delights to violate one of the commandments. 
NeMfeer have/ 1 denied the agency of Christ in making all 
alive, /but have expressly said that all the dead shall be raised 
"by Christ, in Christ." He admits that when Paul says, 
"Aa in Adam at I die, even so in Christ shall all be made 
alive," be teaches a universal resurrection. I want you to 
bear this in mind, for it is a very important admission.—* 
The jiext point to be settled, is, in what condition will all the 
dead be raised ? Paul says, raised "m Christ" My friend, 
in his first speech on this proposition, said this is a wrong 
translation r it should read "by Christ," for, said he, to be in 
Christ *ould< be mfljang Christ '"the -place," and "this would 
be the most weak and childish, thing that has. appeared in the 
19th century." In reply, I proved that the New Testament 
teaches clearly that men can be in Christ. He could not re- 
sist the testimony, and hence in his last speech he says* "ih&re 
is suck a Hate as being in Christ," I am glad his eyes are 
opened, and hope he will not call that doctrine weak and 
foolish again. :The meaning of the passage then before 1 us 
is evident* It teaches the resurrection of nil the dead; this 
he admits I It also teaches that all the dead will be raised 
Kf Christ; and Mr. F. admits "there is such a state as being 
in Christ." Whether "into Christ" and "in Christ" are sy- 
nonimous terms, is of no consequence - as far as the subject 
before us is concerned, for he now admits "there is such a 
state as being in Christ;" and I will only remark that the 
whole fo/*ce of the preposition in is in the word into. He don't 
believe with Paul that men die "in Adam," and sneers at sueh. 
a statement, and says it should read, "by Adam." For my 
part, I think the inspired penman knew best. 

After air my friend's hard labor, he has presented no evi- 
dence that all the dead will not be raised ill Christ. Remem- 
ber he has admitted that Paul teaches the resurrection of all 
thy dead. Well, all the dead shall be raised in Christ; and 
as I remarked in, a former speech, none wiH be raised <«ait of 
him, but all in him \ drtd Paul says, "To be in Christ is to be 
a new creature ; to have old tilings pass away, and have all 
things become new." . The 22d verse of 1 Cor. 15, affords 
positive evidence of a universal resurrection to a heavenly 
Ufej } Through the whole of this lengthy and important chap* 
ter, the apostle teaches those two great truths, as I showed in 
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authority, and power,) not even excepting the power of th* 
devil himself. "That through deat h he might. destroy him that 
had the power of death, that is the devil. ^-^Heb. ii. 14.— 
The lost enemy, death, is to be destroyed." All things 
shall be subdued into Christ, then shall the Son. himself be 
subject unto Him that put all things under him, that God may 
be all in all. 

I think my friend will not complain that I do not givebift 
enough to do. He tried to make you believe, in his last 
speech, that I felt hampered and in difficulty. But yosr per- 
ceive, my hearers, that I am not. I could, in this speech, 
have offered several more proof-texts, but! have chosen not 
to do so. 1 wish JVlr. Franklin to have full opportunity to 
answer, if he can* those which I have already advanced.-- 
As yet he has only attempted some weak and chRtikh quib* 
bles, but 1 do not despair; 1 still hope for bettetf things from 
him. There is certainly room for much improvement, and 
I do desire that he will make it, He has hinted that there 
are but few. Universalists in the house.. Well, what of that I 
Watts says that *' Wisdom shows a narrow f>ath, with beVe 
and. there a traveler." I hope Mr. F. will come boldly »p 
to the work, and answer all my arguments, if he can,. in a 
firm and candid manner. I should be much pleased if this 
discussion could be carried on without any unpleasant words 
or feelings. But my friend seems to think that he has faU 
license grossly to misrepresent some of .my plainest state- 
ments ; -merely, I suppose, because he thinks me w heretic, 
and that he will do God's service to put ■ me downy no mattes 
in what -way. 

[Time Expired.] 
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MR; FRANKLEPS THIRD REPLT. 



My friend, Mf. Marrfbrd, seems now angry with me for at* 
ludihgto his* being angry in his- last speech. But he read in 
the 'countenances of the audience that the charge of anger 
was "wilfully tmjust and unfounded." He read this pleasant 
language like lie reads some thing* in the Bible—where it 
was riot written ! ' If he talks this* way when he is in a good 
humor, I should not like to hear fiim get in an' ill humor. I 
did not suppose he was angry with me, but with his incott* 
sistem an<f contradictory doctrine. 

He alfows now, that I must be greatly wanting in discrim- 
ination* that I cannot see how a man can be saved from sin 
in the coming world, when there will be no sin there! Well, 
he rmwt' excuse the obtuseness of my mind in that case, and, 
if I am not greatly mistaken, he will have to excuse the 
greater p&rt of this audience in the same matter ,' for I de- 
clare to you, I cannot see how any man can be saved from 
sin in a *world where there will be no sin ! And what is 
worsey I cannot believe that he can see how such a thing 
can be. But he ingeniously asks if I believe there will be* 
any insanity in the coming world. ' To this I answer no ; 
andthere will be no salvation from insanity in the coming 
world'; nor have* 1 ever been quite so green as to preach such a 
solvation; but he does preach a salvation from sin in a world 
where there will be no sin. He has now despaired of getting 
out of this difficulty, and says, "all mankind are sinners, and 
alPm- GrO'd's own good three will beholy and happy, conse- 
quently all. mankind will be saved from sin." That was 
easily' asserted ; but that is just what his brethren are so 
anxious to hear proved. But when wjll all be saved from 
till ? Not*in this world, we all know. Not in the resurrec- 
tion, for this would leave some men in sin thousands of years 
after death. Not after the resurrection, for he says there 
will be rio sin after the resurrection. How is this matter to 
be understood ? If he has any light I Ivooq he will 1st u« 
have a little 
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My friend can see no way to be saved from hell without 
first being in hell. Well, in our "childish" way of think- 
ing, we had suppose^ that a- no an could be saved from death 
without first dying — that a man could be saved from drown- 
ing without first being drowned — saved from misfortunes 
without first suffering them ; but the glorious doctrine of 
Universalism has shed forth such a flood of light as to make 
it" entirely clear* that to be saved froja hell we mutt all go to 
hell first, and suffer as much as our sins deserve, and then 
be saved from the punishment due to us as sinners, and all 
this too through the boundless mercy of that God "who is 
love 1 " If Universalists Jove their fellow-men in the same 
way they represent their God as loving, I would greatly pre* 
fer that they would not make me an object of their love and 
mercy. 

Mr. M. allows that I trace for the "fourth or fifih time" 
my circle of icjeas touching Matt, and Luke on the resurrec- 
tion of the dead. You must bear in mind that he is perplexed 
and confused, and does not design to say "fourth or fifth" 
when I had only spoken twice. I should make worse blun- 
ders than that if I should attempt to sustain such a miserable 
theory. But you must bear with me if I do refer to these 
passages several times. You know I have to follow him, 
and as he goes to those passages in every speech, I must go 
there also if I follow him. But the truth is be hates to havq 
me follow him so closely ; this is all that troubles him. 

Upon what does he now found his whole argument touch- 
ing the woman and seven husbands? Why, simply what I 
have said all the time he could not prove. I have said in a 
former speech that possibly Matt. 22 : 30, may allude to all 
the dead, but that I did not know that it could be proved. — 
After due reflection I see nothing to prove it, nor did my " 
friend try to prove it. He is then building his whole argu- 
ment on what I said possibly might be proved, and not on 
any thing he has proved, and, as I think, after mature reflec- 
tion,, on what no one can prove. But, as I said before, us- 
thing is gained on .the part of my friend, for it requires no 
extraordinary discrimination to see that Luke records some 
things that Matt, does not, and that Matt, records some things 
w.hich Luke does not. This the gentleman allows makes a 
contradiction. Thomas Paine contended the same way, 
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but others, and greater men, allow that one witness stating 
something which another omits is no contradiction. 

He told you that Luke says, "He is not the God of 
the dead, but of the living," for all "the dead live unto 
Him." Luke does not say that. The gentleman cannot 
make out his proof without adding something to the language 
of Luke. He simply said, "He is not a God of the dead, but 
of the living; for all live unto Him. 9 ' All whom? All the 
dead, Mr. M. says. But it does not say so. There is 
no rule of interpretation that can make it include all the 
dead, without making it include the living also. And it deep 
not say that "all shall live unto Him," but simply, "all live 
unto Him," now, in the present tense ; it cannot, therefore, 
mean holiness and happiness in heave, a, or else we are now 
all holy and happy in .heaven ! . • •-. .5 

The gentleman has an extremely convenient way of get- 
ting over difficulties. I am just beginning to understand 
his method of doing business. When I*make an argument 
which he cannot answer, and so that he can see no way to 
get up some little quibble, he pronounces it a contemptible 
thing and unworthy of notice, and says that, he will not con- 
descend to it. I was not apprised of the elevation upon 
which he stands. Mr. M., please come down so as to stand 
upon a level with your humble servant. 

On the 5th of Rom., Mr. M. remarks : "If he is right 
about this 'much more, 9 then none can enter into heaven hut 
such as have been justified on earth; and hence, the child of one 
sin and all the countless millions of heathens will be damned 
eternally. He is very good at drawing inferences, but has he 
shown that I am not correct I He has not, and he has made 
such a miserably weak effort, that there is btu little of 
any thing to reply to. He is already involved in so many 
absurdities on the 5th of Horn., that it seems like a pit; 
to in\olve him in any more. He has taken the position that 
the death there spoken of, is moral death, and if this be 

f;ranted, the resurrection from it is only a moral resurrection, 
n this, he has given it up as a proof text. But ne has refer- 
red this passage to the future state, and I have shown that the 
grace promised in it is conditional — that it depends uppja 
present justification and reconciliation. At this point, his 
argument is not only lost, but he has put into my hands 
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\n irrefutable argument in favor : of the conditionally of the 
heavenly state; Against this, he has made no effort. In 
addition to this, he has asserted that the justification spoken of 
in this passage, is through righteousness; yet he does not 
believe in imputed righteousness ; therefore, he makes justi- 
ftamon depend on our own righteousness; and as many 
never are righteous in this world, they must either be lost, or 
else My righteousness in the coming world, obtain salvation. 
I have amply refuted the gentleman's argument on the 8th 
of Romans, and my objections still remain untouched. I 
have- showed that in the same connection of his proof text; 
Paul makes heirship and glorification conditional. He say* 
4l if soils, then heirs, heirs of God and joint heirs with Christ, 
if -so -be that we suffer with him that we may be glorified to ; 
gether." To this, he has made no allusion, and never can 
remove 'it. -I -then referred to several places where the 
words "creatfofr" and "creature" occur, to show that they do 
fiot always mean "mil mankind." This, he admits. I then 
referred to two distinct clauses in the text itself, to show that 
the same Word could not in that place, mean "all mankind.^ 
This has received no reply, except a string of burlesque he 
palled a reply. And even the burlesque is n ot so much directed 
againsrme, is against the holy apostle of Jesus. He asserts 
that "the whole creation travail and groan in pain, until now, 
and not only they, but ourselves also." This language Mr. 
M. burlesques and ridicules in the face of this christian com- 
munity! He need not say it is my View of it he ridicules, 
fcfcr his last speech will show- for itself, to contain the most 
direct ridicule of the very language just quoted'. - 
*' He allows the language of the 8th Romans, is more 
expressive than the wofds "holy and happy" themselves.' 
Thtitdepends on what a man wishes to express. But if he 
ttieans that any words or any phrase in that passage, is more 
expressive of the position, that all mankind shall be finally 
holy and happy i than those words themselves, he *is greatly 
mistaken/ I dfeny that there is a word or a phrase 4ii 
the chapter 1 that means **all mankind." I also deny that 
there is any word that means holy, nor is there any word 
flVac rhefans finally, or happy. Where then, is the proof 
bf'^hte'jJbsition? Iris not only riot in that passage, bat 
iffifiottt tbrBrbfe. - '• • 
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1 The gentle^aa has planted his stake ^down at the 16th 6f 
n^t Corinthians * with some degree of confidence; I must*, 
therefore j proceed to take it up before t resume^nry ieaf; 
He sticks to his favorite criticism, that "in Chr&U"1s the 
place where all are to be made alive. * I thought ;hef would 
become ashamed of that, -m it ^ade Adam the plaeewherfe 
alt die ; but as he is incapable of that, I shall now proceed to 
show what would become of his argument, admitting "iti*' 1 to 
mean place-,- irt that passage. If "in Christ-," swnply : nieanil 
the place where alt are made alive, there fe ho evidence 1 
in the passage, of a universal resurrection i unless if cafe 
feft- proved that all are in Christ ; for the* passage si mp!^ 
asserts that "in Christ shall all be made alive, %t and affitins 
Aetkkig concerning those not in- Christ.' RemWnber that 
i* -H* not ajfirmed that "all are in Christ, vbtri dimply that 
"in Christ shall all be made alive." Not one' word is said of 
those out of Christ. No* cringing, Mr. ; Manford! YoiL 
allow that in Christ, in this passage, means the place where 
all Will be made alive, and you have already quoted the worrfer 
^afc-tiianyiet-yeu as have been- baptised imd Christ, have put <m 
Christ," consequently, those not "baptised into Christ," are not 
in Christ, andyour proof text simply asserts the resurrection of 
those in Christ. How do you like your position Mr. M4 
Does **in Christ" mean the relation of justified persons? 
Then the passage simply asserts the resurrection tff the 
joBtified-. Your proof text, therefore, does nothing -towardfe 
proving that "all sinners Will be saved:" 5, No sir,' if yoUf 
drkieism is t;orreet» then I decy that there ts ; one Word 
said- of any but ehiistians, in the whole passaged -Her 
repeated over and over again, in his last speech, that »thW 
passage taught a universal resurrection, but 'according toihifr 
favorite powtidn, it simply- asserts the resurrection of thdse in 
Christ, they that are Christ's, «or, as he defines , : tfee justified; 
and says not one word about any others. Yes, he^ de- 
fine* those m Christ, to mean the justified. The justified 
the*), will be made alive, yes and holy I ' This is no new dbc-* 
trine, We all believe those* in Christ, the justified, ft they 
th*t are Christ^s,** will be finally, holy and j happyl - rs - j 
■• MrvM. ; now Bays, "whether'in Christ/ * r and ♦imo€hr«t* 
are sy oony ritous terras * is of no CDnsetjuen ce^ as * far 1 as* 
the sublet before «» i$ concerned ." He ifr-^tk^^uita 
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calm on the dogmatical assertion made in hi* last speech. 
If he will also give up that the balance of his unfounded as- 
sertions are of "no consequence," he will find very many 
who will^erfectly agree with hira. 

He simply told you, that I "don't believe that men die 
in Adam/' because he could think of nothing else to say, 
and not, because he can make any one in this audience 
Relieve such a gratuitous and unwarrantable statement. You 
know how he has whined about my willful misrepresenta- 
tions, and charged me with stating untruths, and cautioned 
me again to stick to the truth, &c, &c. My religion 
does not allow me to use such language, and I leave you 
to judge who is guilty in all these cases. 
. Mr. M. says, " What would the man do if I should de.ss. 
he did when he had the affirmative — crowd my speeches with 

? roof texts? He would be in despair and leave the field." 
will tell you what I would do, if he would do as I did ; I 
would just give up the argument at once ; for I proved my 
affirmative from the most clear and plain passages of Scrip- 
ture ; but he never can do as I t did, unless he affirms some 
other proposition. 

The three new poof texts come not in a thousand miles 
of my friend's proposition. The first one simply asserts 
that "the spirit shall return to God who gave it," but does 
not say what for, whether to be judged, or saved, or what. 
The second is like it. It simply asserts that " to him are 
all things/' but it does not say what for, to be judged I pre- 
sume. The third simply states that Chirst will draw all, 
men unto him. But we all believe all will be drawn unto 
him, And stand at his judgment seat, and be judged accor- 
ding ta their works. 

1 did not notice the passage from Eph. 1, in my last 
speech. But it does nothing for my friend's proposition. It 
simply asserts that "in the dispensation of the fulness of 
times he shall gather together all things in Christ. I must 
hold ray friend to his own rule. "In Christ" means the 
justified. He will then, in the dispensation of the fulness 
of times gather together all things both which are in heaven 
aod on earth even in him, that is the justified in heaven 
and on earth, shall be gathered together. How, do you like 
it, Mr. M*nford ?. The passage simply asserts the gathering 
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all things itt him; and not one word id said about 
those things out of him. But another unfortunate thing is 
that the passage does not say what they are to be gathered 
together for. As the tares are to be gathered to be burned, 
the words gathered together, do not always mean salvation. 

Mr. Manford is coming out an annihilationist. Hear htm. 
♦'None will be raised out of Christ, but all in him." Ac- 
cording to this doctrine, a man must be in Christ to secure 
a resurrection from the dead: What will become of all the 
heathens ? My friend quotes scripture to prove that persons 
are baptised into Christ, and that if any man is in Chrjsti he 
is a new creature ; and now states that " none will be raised 
odt of Christ." Yes, and to shut himself in, so that there 
could be no escape for him, he defines " in Christ " to be in 
a state of justification. And now boldly stated that none 
will be raised from the dead out of that state, but all in it.— 
Yet hundreds of his own brethren have not been baptised 
into Christ, and consequently, I suppose, are not to be raised 
from the dead. What has he then proved by 1 Cor. 1 5, and 
Eph. 1 ? Why, nothing only that those " in Christ," "in 
him," the justified will be " made alive," "gathered togeth- 
er." Well, who ever denied that ? No one here, 1 pre- 
sume. But this falls greatly below his affirmative proposi- 
tion, that "all mankind will be finally holy and happy." 

He professed to be much delighted that I bad found out 
that there was such a state as being in Christ, and even af* 
fected some instrumentality in enlightening my benighted 
mind. But I have not perceived yet that the words, " in 
Christ shall all be made alive," signify the justified state, 
but the passage simply asserts that by or through Christ shall 
all be made alive. This interpretation being correct, it is 
simply asserted that all shall be made altve y and my friend's 
interpretation being correct, it is simply asserted that ** in 
Christ shall all be made alive." and nothing is said of those 
not in Christ. To make this doubly strong, ray friend has 
roundly asserted, that " none will be raised out of ^ChrtiJt.* 9 
It matters not therefore to me, which way he takes it. He 
is defeated either way. 

1. I am now through with my friend's proof texts, and 
have nothing farther to repty to ; and may therefore take my 
seat, or proceed to .introduce now matter for the entertain* 
ment of the audience. Believing now that my friend in* 
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tend* 10 keep back some of his principal proof t^xts, ih^-I 
may not have the opportunity to reply to his argument* on 
them»I am determined to introduce one of them for him.— 
The passage I allude to is lsai. 45 : 23, 24. " I have sworn 
by myself, the word is gone out of my mouth in righteous 
ness, and* shall not return, that unto me every knee. shall 
bow, and every tongue shall swear. Surely shall ^onftsay, 
in the Lord have 1 righteousness an 4 strength: even to bin 
shall men come; and all that are incensed against him shall 
be ashamed. " Thse words, Universalists quote in connec- 
tion, with the following : " Wherefore God hath highly ex- 
alted him, aud given him a name which is above every name; 
that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, < of things 
in heaven, and things in the earth, and things under the 
earth ; .and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ 
is Lord, to the glory of God the Father." Phil. 2: 9, 10, 
H P , My friend quoted the above passage from Isaiah, in the 
Liberty debate, and found the difficulty it involved his $ys» 
ten? .to, and, therefore he wishes tq keep it/out of the present 
discussion. In quoting these passages, to prove universal 
salvation, our Universaliaa friends apply the oath of Ood to 
the coming t world, and the balance to this. In this they 
have better precedent than most of them are aware of.— 
The appstle Paul makes a short quotation from, the same 
passage, and makes an application of it, that I like rrwch 
better than the Doivcrsalian application. Rom., 14: 10, 
Paul assorts that "we shall all stand before the judgment 
seat of Christ." And what passage does he quote to prove 
it.?. The very passage that my friend sometimes quotes to 
prove that alt .will be saved. But let us hear the apostle 
ptove that "we shall all stand before the judgment seat of 
Christ." The following is his proof: " For it is written, 
as 1 live saith the Lord every knee shall bow tome and every 
tongue shall confess tq God." Rom. 14 : 11. Thus you dis- 
cover, my hearers, that the very words Paul quotes to proye 
tha^" we&ball all stand befo$p the judgment seat of Christ,'/ 
my friend quotes to prove that all will be saved. Universalists 
apply this passage to the world to come, and they are right in 
that, for Paul applies it to prove that world, and that "we 
shall all stand before the judgment seat of Christ.". The 
judgment is then after death, as our Universalian friends ad- 
mit, by jfefer/iug this passage to the coming world. 



2. I will now spend a moment in answering some -quer- 
ies found in a Uni verbalist tract. Question 1. "As we are 
required to love our enemies, may we not safely infer that 
God loves his enemies ? If he loves them r will he punish 
them more than will be for their. good ? " God poured out 
fire and brimstone from heaven on the Sodomites, engulphed 
Pbaroah And his hosts in the Red Sea, overflowed the ante- 
diluvian world with a flood,. and flowed the streets of Jeru- 
salem with the blood of its unbelieving inhabitants. Was 
all this for their good — for their reformation ? These, were 
his enemies, and if he treats them thus, and loves them at the 
same time, have we any evidence, that his love will ever, in- 
duce him to treat them any better ? But we are asked me 
quesvon : " Is God without variableness or even the shadow 
of turning?" J answer, that he is. .But what of that?. Why 
nothing, only if God punishes sinners now, and is without 
variableness or the shadow, of turning, he will jnerer cease 
punishing them. But the question is asked in this tract, " If 
God loves his enemies now, will he. not always love them ?. ' • 
Is this good, sound logic,? Then if Goo* punishes, sinners 
now will he not always punish them? 

Surely the argument is as good in the one case as it is in the* 
other, if it be true, that because God Loves sinners now,, he 
always will love them; it must be equally true, from the .same 
principle of reasoning, that if God loves sinners now, and 
punishes them notwithstanding, that he always will punish 
them. But if we are further asked: "Is it just for God. to 
love his enemies, and be kind to the unthankful, and eviLin 
this life ] Would it be unjust for him to exercise the same 
love and kindness toward them in the future world? '-' To the 
latter of these queries we answer no. But how kind. does my 
friend say God is to the unthankful and evil in this lite 1 Why, 
just kind enough to torment them in hell. Well the tract be«» 
fore us asks the question : "Would it be unjust for him to 
exercise the same love and kindness towards them in the4'u : 
ture world ?" Certainly not. This is just what J oontend 
he will do. If, then, Univcrsalian logic- is worth anything, 
and, as they say. if God punishes man with hell torments ki 
this life, and it is just to treat them with the same, love .aid 
kindness in the world to come, it. will be just to inflict hey 
torrnsnts upon them perpetually. My friend wilj, have \\q 
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chafrtge his" logic, and contend that God is changeable, and 
that although he does not love the wicked in this life so as lb 
punish them, he will love them in the coming world, so that 
they shall not be punished. 

^We are sagely asked: "If you had the requisite power would 
you not deliver the whole family of man from sin and misery?" 
And 1 would ask : "If you had the requisite power would you 
not deliver the whole family of man" from sickness, sorrow, 
pain v and death in this life? Surely, you would. Are you, 
therefore, better than God, who could, but docs not do it ? or 
is it not that you are more ignorant than God of what he 
ought to do. If we had the requisite power we would do 
many other things which God would look upon * as perfect 
foolishness. 

We have the following from this same Universalis^ tract: 
w If God would save all mankind but cannot, is He infinite in 
power? If God can save all mankind but will not, is he in- 
finite in goodness ?" If God can save all mankind from all 
the sighs, groans, pains and deaths of this life, and will not, 
is he infinite in goodness ? If he would save all men from 
these calamities and cannot, is he infinite in power ? He does 
not save all men from these things which we strive so hard 
to save «ach other from. Yet I suppose he is infinite in 
power and goodness. But this very learned interrogatory 
can be applied to the hell of which my friend speaks in this 
life. If God would save all mankind from punishment in 
this world but cannot, is he infinite in power 1 If he can 
save all men from punishment in this world but will not, is 
h£ infinite in goodness ? Well \ it is certain that he does not 
save all men from punishment in this life. Will Universa- 
lists, therefore, dare call in question his infinite power or 
goodness ? If they do, 1 shall not. I would much sooner 
question their judgment of what infinite wisdom ought to do. 
Now, if my friend had any additional arguments to offer I 
should be glad to hear them. Let him bring forward his ar- 
guments in due time, that I may have a fair opportunity to 
raply to them. I do not wish to foHow him over and over the 
same things every speeeh, but I wish hirn to advance to 
something new. If he-does not, 1 shall proceed to state his 
arguments and make my replies, and let him work- his way 
the best way he can. If he will instanee a single point \n 
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which I have not made a sufficient reply, it shall have my 
special attention hereafter. I hope he will get in a good hu- 
mor, and come on like a man in his next speech. And if he 
runs out before his time is out,. as he did before, he can read 
Paige's garbled extracts from Dr. Clarke, &c, and repeat his 
arguments over again. [ Time expired.] 



MR. MANFORD'S FOURTH SPEECH * 



Respected Audience: 

Mr. Franklin told you in his last speech that I preach " a 
salvation from sin in a world where there is no sin." I must 
be allowed to say the gentleman is mistaken ! I preach no 
such doctiine ! To use his own classic language, "I have 
never been quite so green as to preach such a salvation !" 

Because I say that mankind, in the future world, will enjoy 
a salvation or freedom from sin, as well as from other evils to 
which they are now liable, he thinks I teach a salvation from sin 
in that world ; and he cannot see how this can be when there 
is no sin there to be saved from! The difficultyjwith my friend 
is he has got the matter so confused in his mind that he cannot 
understand a plain proposition! I instanced a case of insanity 
and asked him how a man who lived and died insane could 
be, in the future world, saved from insanity ? The man, he 
must admit, will be saved from intanity — yet there is no in- 
sanity in the future world ! He laughs at the idea, and says 
he is "not green enough to preach such a salvation." Very 
well ; preach it or not, he believes it I 

I tell the gentleman once for all — men are saved from this 
world into the next ; consequently from all the evils of this 
world— sin included. Not saved from sin in the next world; 
for there iano sin there to be saved from ; — but saved in that 

12 
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world from the sin of this, and from all the evils "that flesh is 
heir to." "He that is dead is freed from sin ;" and "when 
they shall rise from the dead" they shall be **■ as the angels 
in Heaven" — saved from all the evils of mortality, and from 
death itself, "which is the last enemy." I hope the gentle- 
man now understands what I mean by a "salvation from sin.*' 

Mr. F. thinks that I would make out a contradiction be- 
tween Matthew and Luke in their account of Christ's convar-. 
sation with the Sadducees. Here the gentleman is mistaken 
again ! 1 do not believe they contradict each other ; but I 
.will tell you what it is, my friends, Mr. Franklin cannot make 
out his case, without at the same time making a contradiction 
between these two evangelists. The only chance he has is on 
the ground that Luke contradicts Matthew ! No doubt he 
would like to throw the responsibility upon me ; but I will not 
allow him to do this. 

He says, "I found my whole argument," drawn from Mat- 
thew 22 : 30, upon "the position that Christ alluded to the res- 
urrection of " all the dead;" but this fact he thinks I cannot 
prove ! Strange, indeed ! To what resurrection did the 
Savior allude if not to the resurrection of all the dead? Is it 
not the same resurrection for which Paul hoped — "a resur- 
rection both of the just and the unjust ?" — and which he 
taught in his letter to the Corinthians — "as in Adam all die, 
even so in Christ shaU all be made alive ?" Is it not the same 
resurrection, or blessing, which God promised to Abraham, 
through his seed, which is Christ, saying — " I-n thee and in 
thy seed shall all the nations, families, and kindreds of the 
earth be blessed] "If the gentleman thinks not, let him show it. 

The Sadducees said : "Therefore, in the resurrection, 
whose wife shall she be of the seven ?" What did they mean 
by "the resurrection ?" Did they not allude to the resurrec- 
tton of all the dead ? Christ answers* them — "In the resur- 
rection they neither marry nor are given in marriage." What 
does he mean by "they," unless it be all the dead ? Are not 
"all the dead" to be included in the resurrection ? 

Suppose Christ only meant a part of the dead — that in the 
resurrection of a part of the dead, they would neither mar- 
ry nor be given in marriage — would this have "answered the 
Sadducees 1 What did they know about a partial resurrec- 
tion ? If Christ only meant apart of the dead, whfch part 
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was it ? And bow did the Sadducees know ? Did he mean 
the righteous ? Then perhaps the Sadducees meant the 
wicked ! So his answer did not meet their question! If 
this were the case, he should have said " in the resurrec- 
tion of the righteous ;" but if he had said so, it wotild not have 
answered them, for they did not ask in relation to the resur- 
rection of the righteous. Tbey said, " in the resurhec- 
tion " whose wife shall she be ?— meaning as much the 
resurrection of the wicked as of the righteous. And if 
Christ did answer their question, (and who will doubt it ?) 
then he said " in the resurrection," the wicked as well as the. 
righteous, "will neither marry nor be given in marriage, 
but " — both wicked and righteous — " will be as the angels of 
<5od ia Heaven." Consequently, they will be " holy and 
happy." 

"But the very next verse shows that the Savior could not 
have meant a. partial resurrection. He continues: "Butas 
touching the resurrection of the dead, have you not read " 
&c. ' What does " the resurrection of the dead " mean, un- 
less it be the resurrection of all the dead ? The gentleman 
says he don't know but it may mean " all the dead," but he 
wants me to prove it ! - My friends, have I not proved it over 
and over again ? The text itself proves it ! What more 
proof does my opponent want ? The fact is, he is disposed 
to quibble about trifles, in order, if possible, to shun the force 
of my argument, and divert your attention from the subject! 
He wants me to " come down upon a level with him !" My 
friends, I must be excused from doing so, until he is disposed 
to pursue a more honorable course. 

I rely on Matthew's account because he was an immediate 
disciple of our Savior, and was probably present at the time 
the conversation took place between Christ and the Sadducees. 
Luke was not ; and he most likely obtained his account from 
third persons, for it is not at all probable that he was present. 
Mark's account also agrees with Matthew '&. Besides this, 
Matthew wrote much earlier than Luke. The probability is, 
that Matthew relates the conversation just as it took place, 
word for word, neither more nor less ; while it is equally prova- 
ble that Luke relates it in quite different words from what were 
use^ by our Savior. But unless we say that he means the 
tame as Matthew, we make out a contradiction ; and I shall 
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not be surprised if Mr. Franklin attempts this, for it is his 
only chance. Matthew 's*account teaches the " resurrection " 
and happiness of all, as clearly as it does the resurrection 
and happiness of any. Mark that ! 

In trying to avoid the force of my argument on this text, 
Mr. Franklin took the position that the phrases — " neither 
can they die any more " — " all live unto God" — " children 
of God " — " equal unto the angels," &c, only meant un- 
married ! This position he has now abandoned ; but denies 
that our Savior was speaking of all the dead ! He might as 
well deny that he was speaking of any of the dead ! 

His quibble about the tense in the phrase " all live unto 
him," don't amount to any thing. Christ only meant to 
teach that those whom we call dead, are not, in reality, dead 
— that they are still living — for " all live unto him." They 
have only passed into another existence. " For of him, and 
through him, and to him, are all things." It is useless for 
my opponent to try to get round my argument on this pas- 
sage. He.may change ground, and take as many positions 
as he pleases ; his efforts will prove unavailing, and will 
only involve him in difficulty. I tell him again that his only 
chance is to come out and say that Luke contradicts Mat- 
thew, and teaches a partial resurrection ! Let him do this, 
and 1 will attend to him. 

What if I have said the death spoken of in Rom. 5, is a 
moral death ? Why, says Mr. F., in that case it would only 
prove a moral resurrection. Very well — this is all I have 
contended for. If all enjoy a moral resurrection — if all are 
" made righteous " by Christ, all will be holy and happy ; 
and this is just what the passage teaches. 

My friends, there is one thing I wish you to notice particu- 
larly, and that is this : Mr. Franklin will not tell you what 
is meant by the word " creation," in the 8th of Romans. 
No, he will never tell you, nor even give you a hint, what 
it means! Why is this? You will observe he is careful 
not to deny that it refers to rational beings^ but only denies 
that it means all mankind. He dare not deny that it means 
intelligent beings, for this, he knows, would not do ; but he 
has not candor enough to admit it. 

The fact that the " creation " or " creature," is said to be 
exercised with an "earnest expectation" — to "travail in 
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*'-=to " wait for the manifestation of the Sons of GbdJ" 
—to" groan," and to " hope," is sufficient to convince Ttny 
man of sense that the term creation means rational and in- 
telligent beings. And I have no doubt but my friend here 
is very well convinced of this fact. But he dare not admit 
it ; for if he" should, that moment he would yield the whole 
point. For you will notice that " the whole creation " is 
mentioned, which is equivalent to "the whole intelligent 
creation," or the whole, human family. And this " whole 
creation," you will recollect, is " waiting for the adoption," 
and is to be " delivered from the bondage of corruption, 
into the glorious liberty of the children of God." But Mr. 
Franklin will neither deny nor affirm, on this point; for to 
do either would be ruinous to him. You see, my friends, 
the difficulty in which he is placed. Was ever man in a 
more sad predicament ! In contemplating his most unenvia- 
ble position, it is difficult to tell whether it were better to 
laugh or to pity ! We might smile at his extreme unwil- 
lingness to give us his opinion in regard to this word ; and 
we might pity when we reflect that he cannot do this without 
either admitting what would be fatal to his cause, or involv- 
ing himself in still greater difficulties ! 

But he seems to think he can escape all these difficulties,, 
by referring to other portions of this chapter. 

But this will not do. I believe every word of the chapter. 
Let him meet my argument fairly, or acknowledge that he 
cannot do it. He will probably tell you that it is not his place 
to give you the meaning of the word "creation." Then let 
him adopt my definition ! I have told you what the word 
means; and if he is not satisfied with my definition, let him 
tell what it does mean. This he is bound to do — or else hold 
his peace ! But, as I have already said, he will not give us 
any definition of this word; he is altogether non-committal ! 

I have told you, my friends, that the word "creation," in 
the 8th of Rom., means intelligent creatures; this, Mr. Frank- 
lin dare not deny. I also affirm that it means mankind — the 
whole human family ; this, he dare not admit. Will he be 
so good as to tell us in his next speech what kind of intelli- 
gent creatures it does mean — and how many ? Perhaps he 
will say, as did Mr. Hall, that it means infants ! Will he dare 
to take this ground ? No, it is is too childish 1 Here is a di- 
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lemma, anpj. one that has horns, not long ears; horns, too, 
that must eventually gore my friend most prodigiously ! 

My friends, I tell you now, Mr. Franklin is "a used up man" 
on the 8th of Romans ! He has made a signal failure, as all 
may see from his last speech. He has referred to several 
t passages, to show that "creation" don't mean "all man- 
kind!" But what passage has he referred to where the 
whole creation occurs 1 Not one ! nor can he find one, ex- 
cept the passage under consideration. I have admitted that 
the word ktisis, translated "creature and "creation," does 
not necessarily and always mean the "whole human family;" 
but here we have the whole creation. The strongest proof 
he has offered — and I leave you to judge how strong that is— 
is simply this : "I deny that there is a word or a phrase in 
this chapter that means *all mankind.' " This is his proof! 
Well, it is the best he could do. The "whole creation," my 
friends, cannot mean less than "all mankind ; of this, I have 
no doubt, Mr. Franklin is aware. If, then, it does not mean 
"all mankind," it means more; so that "all mankind" are in- 
cluded in it. And the "whole creation" is to be "delivered 
from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of 
the children of God" — consequently, "all mankind" will en- 
joy this deliverance. 

He has as signally failed on the 5th of Romans, as he has 
on the 8th. I called on him particularly to pay some atten- 
tion to the 19th verse of that chapter, as I placed great reli- 
ance upon it : "For as by one man's disobedience, many 
were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall mqny 
be made righteous." The many in the one case is just as 
extensive as in the other — both being the same in the original. 
He has passed this matter in silence ! 

His effort on the 15th of 1 Cor., is not a whit better ! He 
first admitted that Paul, in the 22d verse, taught a resurrection 
of all mankind ; but he has changed ground again, and now 
says that none but Christians are to be made alive! Well, 
then, none but Christians die in Adam ; for all that die in 
Adam are to be made alive in Christ. 

The gentleman makes himself quite ridiculous in talking 
about Christ being the place where mankind are to be made 
alive ! I have never said that Christ was the place where 
they are to be made alive ! If he can comprehend how all 
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mankind can die in Adam without Adam being the place 
where they die — without their being, soul and boMy. in him, 
literally and personally — he can perhaps see how they can be 
made alive in Christ, without Christ being the place where 
they are to be made alive ! It makes "Adam the place where 
all die ! M What contemptible nonsense! Does he not know 
that all men die in Adam ? Does not the apostle say so ? — 
What is meant by dying in Adam ? Not dying in him'* liter- 
ally and personally, surely! They die in Adam, that is, in 
the image of Adam — in the fleshly, mortal, and earthy nature; 
"as is the earthy, (Adam,) such also are they that are earthy" 
— so, in Christ, that is, in the image of him, "the Jieavenly," 
in the spiritual, immortal and heavenly nature, shall all be 
made alive. The word "in," my friends, has no reference to 
place ; it means the state or condition in which all are to be 
raised. I care not whether it denote the condition or the 
means— whether it means in Christ, or by Christ — the result 
will be the same. All that die in or by Adam, or in the earthy 
nature, are to be made alive in or by Christ, or in the 
heavenly nature. The apostle teaches the resurrection of 
all mankind; this, Mr. Franklin has admitted, and I shall 
hold him to it. But he could not help admitting it, for if Paul 
does not teach a universal resurrection, then not only is that 
doctrine not taught in the Bible, but no language can be framed 
that would teach it ! And just so sure as all will be raised 
from the dead, so sure will all be "in Christ," or "bear the 
image of the heavenly." 

My friend's quibble that none will be made alive in Christ 
but those who die in him or who get into him in this world, is 
jscarcely worth noticing. He don't believe a word of it him- 
self! Besides, if he did, it would be answer enough to tell 
him that the apostle is against him. Instead of saying that 
those only who die in Christ shall be made alive in him, he 
says those who die in Adam, shall be made alive in Christ ! — 
Thus you see, Paul flatly contradicts the gentleman ! 

I referred to the fact that men are said to be "in Christ," and 
to "put on Christ," &c, in this world, in order to show that 
there was such a thing as being in Christ, without being in 
him literally, or without understanding it in the ridiculous 
sense of place ! What does Mr. Franklin understand by be- 
ing in Christ in this world ? Does he think Christ is the place 
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where they are ? I have never advocated the absurd doctrine, 
my friends, that in order to be made alive in Christ, we must 
first get into him in this life. I know that Christians are said 
to be "in Christ," to be "new creatures," ozc, but this does 
not entitle them to the resurrection state, or the joys of that 
world ; they are amply rewarded in this world. It is enough 
for me to know that I bear the image of Adam, to be assured 
that I shall be made alive in the image of Christ! — "For as 
we have borne the image of the earthy, we shall also bear 
the image of the Heavenly." 

Perhaps I have said enough on this subject. You see, my 
friends, that the gentleman is 'swamped' here. He made a 
very lame effort in his last ; but what better could he do ?— 
"It is hard to kick against the goads!" I am inclined to 
think that the less he says on the subject, the better it will be 
fbr him. I will not press him further on this point, but will 
now attend to what he says in reference to the proof-texts in- 
troduced in my last. 

The passage which declares that "the spirit shall return to 
God who gave it," he passes, by simply saying that it "does 
not say what for, whether to be judged, or saved or what." — 
True enough; and in the absence of any such information, 
we have a right to conclude that it is "to be saved," or to be 
happy. The text says it shall return to God who gave it ; 
consequently it must have been with him before. Was it Hap- 
py or miserable before it came from God ?, If happy, then 
will it be happy when it returns to him again. 

The passage in Rom. 11 : 36, declares that "of him, and 
through him, and to him, are all things," but as it "does not 
say what for," Mr. Franklin says he "presumes" it is to be 
judged ! No, my friends, he does'nt "presume" any such 
thing ! He knows better. He knows that Paul was not • 
wont to speak in this way when he had any reference to the 
subject of judgment. I "presume," my friends, that you 
will hardly "presume" that this is what the apostle meant 
when he said that " to Him aie all things — to whom be glory 
forever!" The most rational "presumption" is, that "all 
things" will return to God to be happy. 

Christ says he will draw all men unto him. But this Mr. 
Franklin thinks means that he will draw, all men unto him 
to be judged ! Wonder if he really does think so ? The 



T7NIVEBSAL SALVATION. 185 

time was when none came to Christ except those drawn by 
the Father : " No man can come to me, except the Father 
which hath sent me, draw him." Jno. 6 : 44. Were they 
drawn to him to be judged ? No, for he had just said (verse 
37 f ) "him that cometh to me, I will in no wise cast out." — 
But it was soon to be different. Christ was to be "lifted up 
from the earth 1 ' — was to be crucified — and exalted to the 
right hand of the Father, a Prince and a Savior. He was 
then to draw men unto him — and not only men, but all men. 
"And I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men 
unto me." Do you think he will do this, my friends, in or- 
der lo judge them ? I "presume" not. 

Eph. 1 : 10, he thinks does nothing for my proposition. — 
Still he admits that it asserts the gathering together of "all 
things in Christ." He says he "must hold me to my rule," 
viz., that "in Christ" means the justified- I have said, my 
friends, that to be in Christ is to be in a justified state or con- 
dition, and if this is what he calls my "rule," I am willing to 
be held to it. But the great difference between the gentle- 
man and myself, is this : while I understand the apostle, to 
mean just what he says, viz., that all shall be made alive in 
Christ, and that all things shall be gathered together in him 
he understands — or pretends to understand — him to mean 
that all that are in Christ shall be made alive in Christ ! and 
all that are in him shall be gathered together in him ! This 
is the way he affects to understand these passages, and argues 
as though I understood them in the same way; and then pre- 
tends to wonder that I should think they favor my proposi- 
tion ! He knows better. I tell nim now, what he already 
knows, that 1. understand Paul to mean, in 1 Cor. 15: 22, 
the same as if he had said, "All mankind shall be made 
alive, and not only made alive, but made alive in Christ ;" 
and in Eph. 1:10, the same as if he had said, "All things 
(or intelligences) shall, in the fullness of times, be gathered 
together, and not only gathered together, but gathered to- 
gether in Christ." And I now tell him furthermore, to stop 
misrepresenting me on this point, and to do it immediately, 
for I will not allow it any longer ! Whether his view or mine 
be correct, is another question, and is for you to decide ; but 
for him to stand up here and persist in wilfully misrepresent- 
ing me, and trying to father upon me his silly, absurd, and 
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ridiculous interpretations of scripture, is what I cannot and 
will not allow ! I am in earnest, and hope the gentleman 
understands me so. 

He next says I am " coming out an annihilalionist ! " 
And why so I Because I said " none will be raised out of 
Christ, but all in him." And is a man an annihilationist be- 
cause he believes all will be raised in Christ ? My ' friends, 
were I to talk as Mr. Franklin did on this subject, I should 
feel that you would be perfectly justified in saying that I had 
made a fool myself ! 1 do not say that he has done so ; nor 
would I have vou understand that I think so — but were I to 
do so I should feel myself justly obnoxious to the charge I 

The gentleman will tell you, to be in Christ is to be a "new 
creature" — that it means a justified state. I have admitted 
this, and have showed you that all are eventually to be in 
Christ, for *all are to be made alive in him. The gentleman 
dare not admit that all will be made alive in Christ ; for he 
knows to do this would be equivalent to admitting that all 
will be "justified" — holy and, happy. He admits there will 
be a resurrection of all mankind, but denies that any 
will be "made alive in Christ," but such as are in him, i. e. 
get into him in this life. To meet him here I have said that 
"none will ever be raised out of Christ," and I repeat it ! I 
assert it, my friends, here, and in the face of the world — 
" none will ever be raised .from the dead out of Christ ! " 
The Bible knows of no resurrection out of Christ ! If ever a 
mortal man — mortal now, but then immortal — is raised from 
the dead, it will be in Christ. " lam the resurrection and 
the life," said the Savior. "God has given to us eternal life, 
and this life is in his Son." The Bible, I repeat, knows of 
no resurrection out of Christ. Will all mankind be raised 
from the dead 1 Then will all be immortal and happy — for 
all shall be made alive in Christ. 

Mr. Franklin thinks, " according to this doctrine a man 
must be in Christ in order to secure a resurrection from the 
dead." Not so. He must be "in Adam" — this is all the 
title he needs " to secure a resurrection from the dead." I 
wish the gentleman could understand me 1 I repeat it* my 
friends, and may you never forget it ; none will ever be rais- 
ed from the dead out of Christ, but all will be raised in 
him ! 
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Mr. Franklin introduces Isa. 45 : 23, 24, and Phil. 2 : 9- 
11 , as proof- texts for me. The gentleman is certainly very 
kind ; but I will inform him that I can attend to my own bu- 
siness ! I can introduce my own proof-texts ! I feel under 
no obligations to pay any attention to them ; still I will re- 
mark that they fall far short of proving what he intended. I 
tell him I do not carry these passages beyond the resurrec- 
tion. They are to be fulfilled within Christ's reign. Though 
Paul says " we must all stand before the judgment seat of 
Christ " and refers to the passage in Isa. to prove it, there is 
nothing said in opposition to the final salvation of all man- 
kind. Christ's judgment seat does not extend beyond the 
resurrection ! Let the gentleman bear this in mind. . 

My opponent having got tired of debating with me, has lit 
upon a " Universalist Tract," and has joined issue with that ! 
I have no doubt, if he will give the tract a fair chance, but 
he will find himself beat again ! But as I have matters of 
more importance to attend to, I shall not interfere in the dis- 
pute, but will proceed to introduce some more evidence in 
favor of the proposition that all mankind will eventually be 
made holy and happy. 

" For as much then as the children are partakers of flesh 
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same ; 
that through death he might destroy him that hath the power 
of death, that is, the devil ; and deliver them, who, through 
fear of death, were all their lifetime subject to bondage."! — 
Hab. 2 : 14, 15. 

Here we are told in the first place, that the devil is to be 
destroyed ! And not only so, but "the children," the parta- 
kers of "flesh and blood," are to be delivered from that 
"bondage" which results from a "fear of death." How well 
this corresponds with the 8th of Romans. The whole crea- 
tion shall be "delivered" from the "bondage" of corruption, 
into the glorious liberty of the children of God. These 
passages are undoubtedly parallel. But notice — "deliver 
them who through fear of death, were all their lifetime, sub- 
ject to bondage." Why subject to bondage , through, fear 
of death ? Because they feared there was no life beyond 
death — or if a life, then a miserable one; they were in 
doubts and in fears. The gospel, when correctly understood, 
and believed, delivers men from this bondage, this fear 
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of death ; for they see a bright immortality ahead — not only 
for themselves, but for all that partake of "flesh and blood," 
all that "die in Adam," for all mankind. And not only 
so, but Christ is to deliver them, who were all their lifetime 
subject to bondage. This then reaches beyond their "life- 
time." Yes, all who were subject to bondage all their life- 
time, and who died in this "bondage," are to be ''delivered" 
— and delivered, too, into the glorious liberty of the children 
of God ! 

I must again refer to the 15th of 1 Cor. The 26ih verse 
is so much to the point, that I must quote it here. "The last 
enemy, death, shall be destroyed." My friends, Mr. 
Franklin bas been trying to make you believe there is 
a worse and greater enemy beyond death. But death is the 
last enemy of man, and that is to be destroyed ! And when 
is it to be destroyed ? At the resurrection. Death can only 
be destroyed when "swallowed up in victory," when all shall 
triumph over it — -when the last child of mortality shall 
be raised from the dead. This will be at the general resur- 
rection — when all who have died in Adam, shall be made 
alive in Christ. And recollect, death is the last enemy ! 
There is to be no enemies beyond the resurrection — neither 
of God nor man. No sin — no suffering — no devil to tor- 
ment ! The devil, as we have just seen, is also to be 
destroyed — but this will be before death is destroyed, for 
death is the last enemy ! Sin is destroyed at death — and 
death, which is the last enemy, will be destroyed at the res- 
urrection \ Remember this, my friends, for it is of itself, a 
pillar in our most holy faith — firm as the rock of ages ! 

One more passage, and I am done. I allude to the 
passage in Revelations, (5: 13,) where John caught a view 
in the far distant future, of the final triumph of the Redeemer, 
of the "restitution of all things." Hear him. " And every 
creature which is in heaven, and on the earth, and under the 
earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are in 
them, heard I saying, blessing, and honor, and glory, and 
power, be unto Him that siteth upon the throne, and unto the 
Lamb, forever and ever." 

[Time expired.] 
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Me. Chairman: 

I should think myself imposing on the good judgment 
of this respectable audience, should I intimate such a thing, 
as that they would be liable to look upon the speech you 
have just heard, as containing any argument. I had taken 
the gentleman's arguments so completely out of his hands, 
that he saw no possible chance to redeem them, or to save 
himself from a most manifest discomfiture. Finding "himself 
in this predicament, he seemed at times to get into per- 
fect paroxysms of wrath, and could scarcely refrain from 
calling me a fool. Now, there was something in that 
evil spirit manifested in his last speech, that I do not so well 
know how to reconcile with one branch of his doctrine. He 
believes, you know, that men are punished for all their 
sins, in this life, and that they get their reward, whether 
it be good or bad, as they pass along. He also, believes that 
he is a minister of Christ, and that he is now contending 
for the faith once delivered to the Saints, and that I am 
a preacher of false doctrine, and that too, one of the worst 
and most damnable of all the false doctrines ever preached. 
Well, you know that the curse of God, is upon the 
preacher of any other doctrine, than thar preached by the 
apostles, and that if any man adds to or takes away from 
that doctrine, the plagues of the book shall be added to him 
or his part taken out of the book of life. Well, now if 
all this comes to pass in this life — if all this punishment 
falls upon a man as he goes along, and if I am the preacher 
of false doctrine upon whom it falls, I can assure you, 
that it is quite a comfortable hell, and that I enjoy my- 
self exceedingly well. But if my friend is now receiving the 
reward of the righteous, it is strange that he is not more 
happy ! If I should become so confused and perplexed 
as he did, in his last speech, I should look upon it as 
any thing else but happiness. I do not wish to make the im- 
pression that Mr. M. is a bad man by this, for I do not . 
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believe I could restrain myself any better than he does, were 
I in the same predicament. 

The gentleman still keeps trying to explain his salvation 
from sin in a world where there will be no sin ; but 
every effort he makes, only makes the matter worse. He 
said he had never been so green as to preach salvation from 
sin in the coming world. But not twenty words afterwards, 
he contends that man will enjoy a salvation from sin in 
the future world. Thus you see, that in one breath he is not 
so green as to preach such doctrine, andjn the next, he says 
he believes it!' According to this, he is not so green as 
to preach what he believes. Now if I should accuse him of 
this, as he has now accused himself, he would talk in as de- 
termined language as he did in his last speech, when 
he declared that lie would not stand it. 

Being saved from sin, with- him, is the same as being 
saved from insanity. But I deny that any one is saved 
from insanity in the world to come. There is no in- 
sanity in that world to be saved from. Men have been 
saved from it in this world, but insanity is not a disease of the 
foul, but of the body, and consequently, the death of the 
body terminates it ; -but sin is a disease of the soul or spirit, 
and, -consequently, the death of the body does not termin- 
ate It ! 

He quoted the words, "He that is dead is freed from 
sin." — Rom. 6: 7, to prove that man is saved -from sin after 
death. But the apostle is not speaking of the death of 
the body in that passage. The Roman brethren with 
the apostle himself, were dead in the dense in which he there 
speaks. At the 5th verse he says, "If we have been planted 
together in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the 
likeness of his resurrection." The apostle and his brethren 
then had been planted together, in the likeness of the death 
of Jesus, but their bodies were still living. By referring to 
the 4th verse, you will see that they were not only dead with 
him, but had been buried with him, and raised up to walk in 
a new life. They were then living in body, walking in a new 
life, but "dead indeed unto sin>" as expressed in the 11th 
verse. It is no trouble for my friend to decide that the death 
of the body or literal death, (2 Tim. 4: 1,) is spiritual death, 
and* thus, when he comes to Roman 6: 7, to explain death as 
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he now says, we are "not saved from sin in the next world, 
for there is no sin there to be saved from," he has given up 
the whole ground, and admitted tha the has no salvation from 
sin, for we all know that all men are not saved from sin in, this 
world. If then, all are not saved from sin in this world, as 
he must admit, and if they are "not saved from sin in the next 
world," as he now states, they must be saved in their sins or 
not saved at all. The gentleman must have patience with me 
— I cannot understand this doctrine! ! And what is worse, I 
am certain Ho one else understands it, for there is no under- 
standing to it. 

. Mr. Manforfi denies making Matthew and Luke contradict 
each other; but I ask the audience what was the meaning of 
his argument in the last speech, to try to prove that Matthew 
had a better opportunity to state the language of the Savior 
correctly than Luke ? Was it not to offer some apology for 
some mistake on the part of Luke ? He need not make any 
such apologies for me, for I do not believe they contradict 
each other; but it appears now that he does, and he is inclined 
to palm the blunder on Luke, and defend Matthew; as he had 
the best opportunity to know that he told the truth ! 1 had 
thought one inspired man had as good an opportunity to know 
the truth as another, and also to .know that he told the truth ! 
But if they were liable to be mistaken, I do not see how he js to 
prove his proposition from them! If he intends to deny the cor- 
rectness of what these writers say, I do not see what he refer- 
red to them for. Jt is true, Luke says, he "had perfect wider - 
standing of all things from the very first" but Mr. M. has 
now decided the case -that he was mistaken, for Matthew had 
the best chance to know that he was right. Why did -the 
gentleman quote Luke at all? If Luke had only left out that one 
expression, "they that shall be accounted worthy to obtain 
that world," all would have been well. 

I do not know that I ever saw any one so completely dis- 
armed as the gentleman was when he approaohed the passa- 
ges to which I have just referred. He wanted to prove some- 
thing, and could hardly tell what ! He asserted and re-as- 
serted, emphasized and strained his lungs, as if determined 
to make you believe him, whether he could prove his doctrine 
or not! But did he make any one believe that " they flrat 
shall be -accounted worthy," means all mankind % And did 
he offer any argument to prove it? I think not. 
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Mr. Manford, notwithstanding all his bluster about misrep- 
sentation,has asserted in every speech, substantially, as he has 
in this, that I have taken the ''position that the phrases— 
'neither can they die any more' — 'all live unto God' — 'equal 
unto the angels,' &c.,*only meant unmarried J" To this 1 
have hitherto made no reply, as I expected he would continue 
to repeat it over and over again ; and even now, it is scarcely 
necessary, for there is no person present who does not know 
that I have taken no such position. I have said, and still say, 
that the point of comparison before the Savior's mind, when • 
he uttered the words "but areas the angels of God in hea- 
ven," simply consisted in this, that they neither marry nor 
are given in marriage. I do not say they shall not be like 
the angels in any other respect, but I say that was the point 
the Savior spoke to in that passage, and that I am not cor- 
rect, be has not and cannot show. I maintain, as I have done 
all the time, that the simple expression that "in the resurrec- 
tion they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are as 
the angels of God in heaven/' does not say it means, nor 
can it prove, that all mankind will be holy and happy in 
heaven. 

Mr. Manford is now to confine himself to Matthew, as he 
allows he has given the words of the Savior precisely as they 
were delivered. * He therefore has nothing to do with the 
words, "all live unto him," as Matthew does not record them, 
but simply remarks, "God is not the God of the dead, but of 
the living." His proof, then, is narrowed down to the pram- 
Ue 9 that "in the resurrection fliey neither marry nor are given 
in marriage, but are as the angels of God in heaven," and 
that "God is not the God of the dead, but of the living." — 
This is the language that he quotes to prove that all man- 
kind will be finally holy and happy. If he has not utterly fail- 
ed on this passage, I am at a loss to know how any one could 
fail. As he has attempted no proof that "they that shall be 
accounted worthy" includes all mankind, it is unnecessary 
that I should say anything about it, further than simply to 
say that " they that shall be accounted worthy" does not 
mean all the dead, and these were the persons in the resur- 
rection that Luke spoke of, and we have no evidence that 
Matthew spoke of any others. 

Mr. Manford now admits that there is no literal resurrec- 
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lion spoken of in Romans 5j and> has taken the position that 
the deaths there spoken of was,moral death, and the resurrec- 
tion ifir^m if only a; frtPftfZ resurrection. To be morally dead 
is*4o be-in a^tate of sin,arrd a resurrection from it is a con- ' 
versim- from fc state ofshi; and as we have no account of 
aityo^Versio^wfrbni a state of Bin,' oiily in this life, it allfbe- 
loag8tO"this-life\ • And if the justification Or 1 salvation spoken 
of. in thispassage is all in this'llfe,' I oannot see how it proves 
thafraH mankind will 'be* finally holy and happy, for surely all • 
mea are^ftot holy and- happy in this life ! But if this moral • 
xesttrPoction ©r oonvejpsloh is- ho* in this life, then men go into 
th$ eternal state .skitters 1 , ;aii& there will he sin in that world • 
after all. • 4 -- :; r- :1 ^-- - • '■ r ' T r • ".'-* 

But^^weftaj-e' ji*8tified. arid made Righteous by a moral 
resurrection olr conversion- In- this * life, I cannot see how they 
witi fee f «iade<fcoly arid; happy in the ; resurrection. Universa- 
lists have heretofore made the 5th of Romans and the 15th 1 * 
Corinthians paraltel passages; but my friend, on this occasion, 
has strayed off,' and cofttends that one is ; a moral death and 
a moral resarrdctioir; and that tho other is-a literal death and • 
a literal resurrection ! 'This is what I cairUniversalism. in ' 
an agony. This passage'is* now completely and fairly given ' 
upland proves nothing kmt the gentleman. * * " 

. Mr. Maklbr4insists> jaRdimportunes, and bags that I should- 5 
tell* himi what the word ^creature" (Rom. 9th)- means. Why 
is he* so anxious that I should fell him what it means ? Of^ 
what use is it- for me to tell what it means ? None under me 
sun, only to give* him an opportunity to make a string L of ob- 
jections, and thus furnish him something to say, to get off 
fram the; taie- issue. He is aware that it is a passage that 
commentators. . a$e greatly divided about, and that • I could * 
sc«&*e1y>take any ^position that some one has not objected to; 
and <he wooldr" be glad to get me oh the defence, while he 
would stand and make* objections. But it is for him to tell 7 * 
what it means; and if he does not do it, there is no proof in 
the passage. If I oan show that it does not mean what he 
say® rt does, he is defeated, whether I know or tell what it 
doss mean o£ no*. This I have done triumphantly, aod the 
objections I have made to his interpretations, he has passed 
overate the silende: of death, knowing that they were- unan- 
swerable. - I have shewa that the word "creature" occurs in l 
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numerous* instances where il couid: not powiiMy meat* all 
mankind. The words "every cteaAute;" in Ibe co*fcmi**»&i 
would be just as liable to include all mankind as the; word* 
•*whole creation;" yet, every reflecting tnind will seei that 
theydo not include all naaakrod, for an iinj»e*se number ot 
mankind had died, others were infants and idiots, ail of whom 
were included in this "evej^eiteajure? of the, commistiafi. 
Indeed, the words tranced ♦'whole creation/' Rom. 8; ^, 
and "every creature," Mark 10: 16, are the sameun G*eek, 
and are translated proowely; alike in $0ine. 1ranslatW8> Wky: 
then need the gendeinaa strain bis lungs over and ov«? the » 
words "whole creation?" Do- th&y prove anything naere by 
repeating them over and over again ? 

But I need not go to any ptfceir passage to proveithat die 
words " whole creation" doiiettteati aU raaakmd, Tke 
very next verse proves ibju beyond the. possibility of adoufc* 
Here are the words o$ce more. " And not oaiy they/' (the 
whole creation). " but ourselves also, groan with*** ourselves, 
waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption pf our body>" 
At verse 1 9 , we have • < .' t,he creature" and ' « the Sana <ef 
God," at : -verse. $1 , we have . " the creature" and, " ehjMrea 
of God," and verses 22 and 2& we have " th§ whoW^crear 
tion "and " not only they* but ourselves also," andattU*be: 
gentleman thinks hard of me bacaua* I willnjot admit that 
"creature" means all rnankmd. Not only so, but, I have 
showed him that verse 17 makes eternal salvation conditional. 
The apostle says, u If children, then heirs; heirs of God, 
and joint heirs with Christ t if so be that we sutler with him, 
that i»€ moy be $1 so glorified together. ' » 

When my friend, Mr. M., got those things before hi«, in . 
his last speech, he became confused, and began to tell what 
a fix 1 was ija, and exclaimed, u It is difficult to tell whether 
it is better. to/augA or to pity ! " I thought He W*s about to 
say he did not know whether to laugh or to cry A But I sap- 
pose : he will stir up the deep foumaina of his send, *ml loefc. 
with pity on me, a poor blinded creature, that .ea&&Qtb* 
shpwn the errpj- of my : way* and s&vadfronvit by bis lovely 
language. But I must confess thajt I want: a : religion thai 
will keep me in a better- humor than his does him. 

. I have finally aucceed«dia making, the gemliemaft heartily 
sip.)c oj his poei^n relative, /UHtatWiffbi-:" in Ghfrist," ~ 



aow allows it is most ridiculous to talk of* in Christ " beiag* 
the jrffcc* where all will be nrtode alive. I am truly giad> to 
hear him cry out so lustily, Well, if " in " does not mean 
fhtUi what does it mean ? Me says; "ithaa rid reference* 
the ptoses it means the stale/or cosrftrtW WelJvthsn 
"in Adam " means the staff or condit&n. Who ware in, 
this Adantic state? He will answer, all mankind. Welly 
all w4m> are in that state or cortdiuon die. Wltoarei^Christ? 
The gentleman himself has quoted Gaiatians 3: £7, as- ap- 
plicable to the point. How does it rteddT *As many of 
ybu as have been baptised into* Jestts Christy hare Jpuv on f 
Christ/' Now he has matte * in Christ," in his -proof- te*t^ 
precisely the same as w »w Christ** iii the passage juw^ 
quoted, and has contended that it signifies ■ a state o; f justified* 
lion. • Wait, this state of justification or of bein§in Christ 19 1. 
in this life ; and' if '» iff Christ"' in 1 Cor. J 5r 2fc, mean*- 
thiastatei the passage simply asserts that "i» Christ "-^-in - 
this state**-'" all shall be made alive/' awl does hot imknaie- 
any ^hmg^about aiiy othersy bet those "in Christ" or in this 
state; And J wilt addi further, that if **in Christ & in that 
verse means in a justified state, there is not one word about -... 
. the- resurrection \>t any but the saints in the* passage. Now, 
I donathelieveit means any such thing. The passage sim- 
ply asserts tHat" as < ay Adam all die, even so 6jT Christ all t 
sbatt be made alive.'* But if hewill have it that *« in" tiiem 
qualifies a state or relation* then the resurrection of not on#~ 
seal is refer red te<i» the text bat those in thatstateorrelatiofli 
Tfregeatleman will conclude that it is ridiculous; yet* • • 1 

I have admitted, and still admit, thatthe apostle teaches <a- 
resurrection of all mankind ; but if he is right aboUt the ward •'■ 
t», he does net^tay one word about the resurrection* of afty* i 
oaty those *Mn Christ/? in the whole chapter. Hehasdehied - 
the> resutveettotv of aay out of Christ, heneeh^ must €fohter 
be a - soul-sleeper, or a destruetionist, for if he is right tore* • 
foriag to -Ghl/3 : !^ ? to sh^w the meania^of ^iir Christ/' 
all mankind are not m htm, and'theee notinhim willuotbe^ 
raised. This is his ow^domrine, not mine. « I take-to such 
posdtieiis^but nm here hernustvor abaadenhis4o^ie ^ thaii 
wonls* in Christ/' * ' 

- JM Ha&ford says, h*> "< referred to the ifeet that men a*e<. 
sjWtoibe « iu Christ/ aa* ♦ to put o&iChrist/ 6Vcv, in this- 
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world, in order to show that there was such a thinjgjis Mag • 
• in Christ? " That is exactly the way I understood hwu 
and in so doing, he has mode 'Mnto Christ,'? Gal. 3 : 27, and . 
"in Christ*" 1 Cor. 15: &£> parallel expressions— indeed,.he\ 
hat made them mean precise! y»ibe saxae thing, and conse- ; 
quently he will make o»t simply* a. salvation forjthose "bap- * 
tized into Christ," but even that is too large, for I deny that ; 
all the baptized will be saved. But what is worse for him, is 
that after making those ."baptized into Christ/' the same as i 
those "in Christ," 1 Cor- 16: &2, he denies the resurrec- 
tion of aay out of Christ, thus denying the resurrection of. 
any not baptized ! ! Now remember. that thi$ is- not my.poi 
anion, but simply Mr. Mauford's, traced to i& legitimate re- . 
suits. My position is that" into Christ*" Gal. 3 : $7» is.into 
a justi&ed state or relation, &od*that "in Christ,'! 1 Cur. 15 .:„ '< 
22fii»Jnj or through Christ ; but, so far as ciujr. Argument i* 
concerned, I do. not eare which way lie tajcee it. ..TJu&pas- .♦. 
sags ia.then literally taken from liim. i was not surprised; . 
that the gentleman should talk about .^kicking <agatpst the . 
goads V — the goads were suggested to him by -.lis sense- of j 
filing:.: . .. •-,,,. ..•:...•..•■ x ::• ■■: -..-.••■•• - 

;:. 0a the words, ''the spirit shall j return , to God? who ^ave.; 
it," 1 remarked, in my last speech, that ".we are not! in- » 
farmed what, for, whether to be. judged o*9avsd,.ot;what.*V 
Mr. M- says, ." True enough ;;:afod in the ahseaceof any 
such information, we have a right to conclude that it is to; be, 
saved," Ihad thought the gentleman; was trying to prove., 
his doctrine, "but in this, I find, I am ttnst&ke^ aad in the » 
absence of. the proof, he has aright to conclude \Xt&\ alkwiji 
ba saved! Indeed! Where did he get such aright? Before . 
I can get to make more than a single reference; to this; proof , 
text, he gives if up, and admits .that it does. not say what we , 
go to God for^ whether to.be ^judged, saved* on what, bu% he ; 
Y\a»fK right Jo conclude that iti$Hkbe,s<wefc\ Yes, and this 
concluding that thiags are 4tfii&.- .without ^ny evidence,^ ha#; 
been the source of theigeodeman'a whoJ^tteory.; ., ' ix . 
Mr* Manford is not pleased that I should '< presume," that . 
the tendency to God, is, to bejudged . I will not then, say ,??-/. 
jrresume" but 1 have proved most clearly and triumphantly, ,' 
wtile on my first proposition, to. ail wAo. belie ve.Goil^ holy 
book, that aH menwill^o to God, ajadthat to be judged and,* 
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tharhe^frasntacte frothing' deser Wiethe name of. an offset to 
thy arguttiemv is Weil known in this assembly, without rtiy 
repeating it. ■'.'. 

•'• The samerepry iffappliofebie to the words," If I be lifted 

up? I wilf dr^w all men unto ;mcw" Still he has enveloped 

- h imself in a dilemma • on these words, that* must not pass 

without no^ce. -■ Hemakes the words, "draw all men unto 

fne,'* arid u he that Cometh tot me, I will in no wise cast 

out," to bo of synonymous' import. Well, the latter clause 

evideiitiy fets^roforenoeto doming' to him in this /if e, wad if 

the former means the samo, it is some kind of drawing to 

him' ittthts li€ei s and cannot proretharall men wiM hejnmlty 

"Hdtf Und happy. But 'there is a slight diflfofence between 

ytr&tehiig to< htn^ and coming to him* I should greatly proffer 

ttFbd ofUhem whocoawlo hlrb; 

: - -Most- egruiiffty do 1 admit the gathering together "all 

tfciifgs i**€fAmfc",iBut 1 do not admit that the wdrds "gather 

'fogBthoY, ,? meati ■" finally holy and happy," nor do I admit 

that "all things 1 mOhriet,^' includes .those things not in 

Christ; Ttteretbve the 7 passage* has no' bearing on the qiies- 

tfcM. * Mr. M*s position, is, that in Christ hera» and rnfitit 

Corinthians 15: 22, is in a justified state. The passage, 

then, simply iksserts the " gathering together of all 'things in 

7 a justified state,'* and corisequeiitry proves nothing for htm. 

His pretty language afcout my standing up and wilfully mis- 

; fOfn-eaemihg him? <^c M &c., is all' «^erstox»d in t^is'oommu- 

: «rty , and 'needs *** especiat comment from me. > H« says lie 

is ** in earnest, and he hopes I will understand him so*"' Why 

does 'he gtWty* this information at thia stage in the debate? 

Has be tnwbeea in eawiest *»H just now? 'It is to be hoped 

lie wtHr^ftiath iipean*$et hereafter. • : < 

After- o^ottttg-isai 4b : 23, 24y and «ul. £': . 9, 10, ail 

*h#otfgh tfie (country /ai>d especially m the Liberty debate, 

abd apply ing^t to- the* resurrection state, the gentleman now, 

circumscribes his ^application to the reign of Chrrst on earth 

because Paul applies his proof-text to " the judgment seat of 

iOhriet." fie now says, "it does not extend beyond there- 

-*HMteetioi»r'** Be it known then, and read of alt men, that 

'tho'oft ifuoted and long tried proof- text — the oath of God, is 

now -give n; op, and does, not refer to the resurrection state ! 

• ' The gentleman informs us that the devil is to be destroy- 
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•#d. W«U. tet lis enquire when the devil w to be? destroyed. 
He jwilL not aay before the resurrection, but he will tell you 
when death is destroyed, which is to be at the resuraeenos. 
« The last enemy that shall be destroyed is deaiW 1 Cor. 

* 16 : 26. This will be at the resurrection. Well, the next 
thing to enquire auto, is the question, what is the <deyil ? In 

. & primate conversation with me, the other eveniftg* Mr. Mw- 

•feid said, a* the devil is a great aeat&ercne." But he is now 
^suiting that a . (( gteat scare-crow " ^hall be destroyed !— 
Whartaa infallible evidence of the salvation of aH mankind! 

^Bttt Univeraaliati itell us sometimes that the EomaalGU}V- 
ermmeijt was the devil— -that Judas was a devil— ithat Peter 
warn* a devil* 4*c., <&c. Well, then, my friend exufta thai the 
Jtaaoan government; Judas, and the apostle Peter are- to- be 
destroyed at the resurrection ! ! Not only so, but he brings 
this forward- as an evidence, thai alt inen will be holy and 

ihrfppy4 I know t&at the hope of the? gospel destroys:- ike 
fear 6f death in, the christian man, in this life**ut I cannot 

r*ee how that can prove that all mankind will be finally holy 

-mnd happy ! It says nothing about being finally hc4y • and 
happy. , But if it deed not, he "haa a right to rtmclxtde" 

. that all wHltbe happy ! 

Mr. Man ford doer not lake tabelieve that " there is a worse 
and a greater enemy than death." That is because he does 
mi like to beLteve h is Bible, for it speaks* of " a sorer ptfA- 

- iahmeot than- death without! mercy.' ' I should ,1 ike to ihear 

>Wbi explain what that sorer punishment tbaft death without 

.raeVcy'is! ■. .-.i :•••<•..•. 

* 'The gentleman has- invoAv«d hkoself in a » pretty predica- 
» t»ent in quoting Rev . 5 : 13, and ' applying it to* the resurrec- 
tion state. When on the first proposition, &*; Applied dote 

'holy 'city, New Jerusalem* where aW tears are to > be trfped 

.amty, and no death, sorrow, or pain ever should cojne* fco 

.the church hereon earth; but now he allows that "John 

caught a view of the distant AnnrerO-f *he final triumph of 

* the Redeemer > of tiie 'restitution of all things.' '' Very good, 
lief us read tin; and see what ehse John sjaw labile he? <bad 
tsiat " view of the distant future." jnst a* few tarses^after, 

>he says," And the stars of heaven jfell mxo the earth, even 
as a fig wee casteth- her untimely figs, wh^n.sheia shaken of 
a nwgniy.Nvind : : aad the heavens departed a* a -scwll When 



UMVJBtSAL SALVATION 1*9 

it is rotted ttigetbet; and every mountain and. island were 
mosed out of their places: «ad the king* of the earth, and 
the great men, bud the rich men, and tbcv chief captains, 
and the mighty men, and every bond man, and every free 
man, hid themselves 4n the dens add in nhe rocks of. the 
mountains; and said to the mountains, find .the rocks. Fall 
onus, and hide us fromvne face of him that ettteth upon the 
throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb; for the great day 
of his; wrath is come: and who shall ;be aWeito. stand." * 

In this you have what fblio^ed im6>€jdiateiy after what )3 
deaeribed ihCihe verse quoted by my friend. The verso quo- 
ted by bin* refers to the judgment jseatef Christ, wlie»G ev- 
ery toegue nhali confess, and ithen the opening of the seals 
follow, quickly succeeded by the wonderful things spoken 
'of in the quotation just made* • In his next; speech, I shall 
expect him to try 4o bring that ".distant iuufre " iwjiieh «*ohn 
eaw, into th& world, fiy cry Rounder; he^vill 'la-ake, like the 
horse in the. mire, will only itfv«lve ! him deeper. 

Having rtow; taker/ from! Mr. Mao ford every position he 
has taken, and ev§n refuted bis doctrine with bis own . proof 
texts, 1 shall proceed to- -quote, a few passages from the infal- 
lible oracles of God* as counter proof, which never were 
hattnoaized with Uui verbalism and never can be. 

; 1 . " Verity I say unto yo«, all; sins shall be forgiven un- 
to the sons of men, and blasphemies wbesewithsoever they 
shall blaspheme: but he that shall blaspheme against the 
Holy Ghost hath never forgiveness* but is in/ danger of eter- 
nal damnation." Mark 3 : 28, £& > 

• Thw passage ^reseats a case of trafl^gr«s»ion that "hath 
never forgiveness," and if any r are. saved, guilty of this- sin, 
they must be saved in sin, lor if they are never forgiven, 
i they are .never delivered from sin. The, passage bids defi- 
ance; to ail ehvil, and I fear no attempt he will make or can 
make, h bids defiance to .all human ingenuity to get round, 
■over, or b$ i t in > Jtny way . 

2. "What is a man profited, if he shall gain the- *hole 
•world, ,*nd lose his own sent? or what shall a man give ia 
exchange for J&is own soul ? " Matt. 16:25, 
. The emly attempt any man can make to escape the force 
of thfe passage, is to say that soul he*e means life. Accor- 
ding to this view of the subject, the rkst Christiana did wrong 
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' in " not counting their lives deaf unto themselves/Vand es- 
pecially was it wrong for bur Savior . to etry, " Except you 
hate your own life also, you are«not worthy of mo." • And 
I may add, that it 'was extremely wrong for' our Savior to 
lay down his life of himself, for **what will* it profit a man 
tojgain the whole world and lose his life ? '* Even old Ste- 
phen, at this rate lost his life truly, and gained nothing, for 
if he had denied Jesus, he might have saved his life, and 

•been sure of heaven too, if Univcrsalism is true ! But that 
•holy man of God believed that by losing his life,- he would 
save his soul, which would be great gain. ! The import of 
the passage is clear, and unequivocal. If a man shall con- 

- corn himself all the time for the present life, he will lose 
the next. * ' ^ 

3. * 4 And I say unto you, my friends, be not afraid of 
them that kill the body, and after that have no more ihat they 
can do : but I will forewarn you whom yotrshall fear ; fear 
Him, which after he hath killed, hath power to cast into 
hell ; ^ea, I say unto you, fear Him:"' Luke *2 : 4, 5,' 

This passage bids defiance to all caviL ' Tbe language is 
not only literal, but particularly arrayed, so as io leave bo 

* escape for Universalism. It teaches us ndt *o fear*nen, who 
can only kill the body* but to fear God, who alone bath 
power after that, to cast into bell. Matt, records ft, ^fear 
not them which' kill the body, but are 'not able to kill the 

* soul r but rather fear" him which is able to destroy both soul 
and body in hell." Here ie a casting into hell after the 
body is killed, or a destruction of the soul and body in hell. 
And it is on account of God^s power ur destroy -in heil, that 
Jesus commands us te fear him. ' . '■ 

' I ask then, if a man may cefrnmit an offence for which he 
shall never be forgiven, lose his-own soul* and afterihe death 
of the body, be cast into hell, both spui and body, how is 
such an abandoned creature ever to^be saved3 ' ' There is 
surely no salvation for him, but he is. given • over to the jaws 
of destruction to be devoured: fn view of such terrible Ian- 

-.guhge' as this* it is nor strange that Paul should say> "knowing 
the terrors of the Lord* we persuade menV? and that' he 

'should remind us of God's own faithful language^" ven- 
geance is'minej I witl rdpay, 'saiih the Loto>^ and again 

./•the Jliori shall }udgfchf^peV>p^e. , * *" Tt. I. 1 * -a*, fearful thing to 
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fall imp the hands of the living God." , Let us regard Htm 
who has. spoken from heaven* and not forget that he has 
threatened the destruction of the soul and body, after the 
death of the body, in hell. He. will ^not be trifled with, but 
demands obedience of the mightiest spirit that burns before 
hi* terrible throne. "The Lord God omnipotent reigns." 

\[Time expired.] 



MR. MANPORD'S CLOSING SPEECH. 



Respected Auditors: 

There is perhaps no better evidence thavMr. Frankhn 
cannot answer my last speech, than the feet that he, in the ^ 
outset, pronounced it destitute of argument!' Surely the 
gentleman will never suffer any from excessive modesty ! 
He is one of those men who can make up in boasting, what 
they tack in argument. In this respect, I confess that be has 
the advantage of me; and were the assertions true, which he 
made in his last speech, or even a respectable poetien 
of them, I might well begin to fear he also had the advan- 
tage of me, in point of argument! ' But I natter triyseif that 
this intelligent audience possesses discrimination enough to 
distinguish between argument aad bare assertion. 

I must confess there is quite a difference between the gen- 
tleman and myself, in our way of thinking and feeiingi He 
flatters himself with the delusive idea, that he has take* from 
me my < main proof-texts, and seems to imagine that I 
feel very bad under the circumstances. Now, l> most 
assure you that I consider my proof-texts ver^ safe, even 
after hearing the gentleman's last speech; and that I have 
•not the least consciousness of feeling bad, perplexed, t>r 
in any difficulty whatever, on acootint ot>*iYiA\ta V*»%Wfe> 
nor even in anticipation of what he mfcy ?jet Ao* .'tlYflsa^X 
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do 1 not wish to* beast, yet this is precisely my sitimtiofl; and 
if it will do my friend, Mr. Franklin, any good thus to 
talk and boast and console himself, why I am willing for him 
to do it ; for the Lotfd knows he has a hard enough timeaf 
h, and needs all the consolation he can get. I am not 
dispo^d ><«> cry M for -the' ggntlentan, dm really: after hearing 
his hist speech, :I can but feel to pity him — not so much 
for his inability to defend his doctrine, with its errors 
and absurdities — for this I expected before hand ; but for, 
I hardly know what to say, but I will say for either his fool* 
hardiness, or his ignorance-!. 4 allude to his still persisting 
in his stupid criticism on the idea of being "in Christ," 
and being "saved from sin in the future world !" In regard 
to the phrase "in Christ," I referred to Gal. 3: 27, where 
persons are said to be "baptized into 'Christ," and to "put on 
Christ;" and to the saying: "he that is in Christ is a 
new creature," (2 Cor. 5: 17,) to show that there is such a 
thing as being in Christ, in this world. This/ 1 did, in order 
to refute the gentleman's absurd idea that in Christ ineaut 
place A . Bel ifw«rs*are said to Win Christ in this lifer-ithatis, 
in a certain qualified seaase* they aire in hU image ; and being 

>«n this state or «onditioo, they are justified. Now, I have 
act said to bo in Christy in *ho resurrection* means sim- 

• -frfy "jwti&oatioji" ~-itt rcveans .to be/ i n bi«$ nuage— - in « state t>r 
^OEMiitUw, which also. implies or includes "jusuftcutiog. " : to 
ithoaerwbo aro * 4 in Christ," in this world are in a "justified" 
atate* [so* also* m\l those who Are "in Christ" in theresucrec- 
rtiotty be ia a "justified" state; .and I have triumphantly 

i shown that ail mankind, m all who die in Adam, will be "m 

jChriat " in: the r»aurrectioa. Ttys, I affirm 1 have proved, if 
language can bo framed thfrt will prove it* It is net those 

• who are "in Chris*" in this world, in tfce figurative, sen te of 
temgialiimhy "b*ptisn>,7 or by "faith," thaiare to ho mate 

tftHve >a him*: in the resurrection ; but all who die in AdaHi* 

i are ^to be .made alive in Christ. This is the point, tad 

.vi&e gentleman cannot avoid it, although he has tried hard to 

i do soil tie sometimes a fleets to misunderstand me ;. but 

whether ho understands me or no^I am inclined to think this 

• audience uttdersUnds mo- Mr. Franklin, iio 4oufct,jfee/s the 
*i(gpiiiem_if;hado|i\*^^ : 

Th& :ge0dema*i/*ttow& \Yt*A 4o .^iaa^ > w ^ \\\ K^m 
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*U d*e>,*ven' s^ in: Christ shall aU the made nlivev' should 
road* «'As '^y Adam all die, even so, by Christ shall all 
he made alive." Then* instead of saying* "If any man 
?be in Christ he is 41 new creature/' it should read. ?< if 
4»y *»** he #9 Christ, 9 ' &o. And "Blessed are the dead that 
di# *jr the Lord"— <* So also is the resurrection of the dead : 
It .is bowjk by corruption, it is raised by incorruptioit ; /it 
is sown hp> dishonor, it is raised hy glory ; it is sefcrat hy 
weakness, it is raised by power;*' ''always abounding^ the 
work of tfae Lord, forasmuch as ye know thafe your labor 
M nat.^y vaia by the Lord !" Thus, you. see what kind of 
theology our friend would tenon, by changing the proposition * 
4* ip by / . But let us notice; a few more examples ^beginning 
with the first w<ord in the Bible, or as Mr F. would say, 
by the Bible. "In the beginning, God created the heavens 
and the earth,'- i. e., by the beginning. "Let there he lights 
/m the fitinament," i.e. by the; firmament. "In the wtrtetsef 
the sea," i. e. by th& waters of the sea. la the 2d chapter of 
Genesis, we read: ''In the seventh day, In it he rested," i< e. 
by the seventh day, by U he rested. MHo planted ft garden 
in Eden," L eu by Eden ; "in the midst of .the* garden," i. e. 
ijf(the midst -of it I The Greek word inmH these placjes *as 
in the text under consideration, is e» ; and if it docsnot pri- 
marifctiy and definitely mean in, then our firs* parents were 
never in the garden of Edeii— N-oab and : his family r wnte 
never m the Ark^Pbaroah and his host were not drowned in 
IheBedseaH-Hthe children of Israel were never in the Wilder- 
ness, and John did not come :" crying in the wilder- 
ness" $ad ""baptising in Jojrdan," bujt cLa&re 'lorying by 
Ithe wftdefnessV and "bapti* ing by JordniMi" -Jonah was «ot 
three day$ and nights in the whaled belly 1 rbuit r#*\y by 
die whale V belly ! Lazarus was not in the- gwwv but 
only; by it; the rich man was not in hell, but only iiyheil ! 
Murderers* .fornicators, thieves, liars* tec*, shall not have 
their part in the lake which hurneth with free and brirn stone, 
buvonly by H ! Neither Christ nor any body ejse w>aa. effrr 
baptized in the ri ?er Jordan , or jn • any other water* hut 
but ojily iky it 1 The controversy between the Campbell ites 
and th.e ; Pedo*baptia$s, for the last' twenty years* fa*, been *m 
this Vieriy Utile word — the former coateMift^ fat *\*& fosfc <tfs& 
primMty me&wog of ! the wiord, yu; ,\»v w\i\\& _^s ^W«^ 
claimed that it might sometimes mean nx, uwx \r>^ ^>V 
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. &o. And I will venture to say that were Mr. Frattkihrtopt 
into a debate with a "sprinkler," on the subject of baptism, 
he would manfully contend that en means in, new wftd 

• forever, and he would probably say as did Mr. Campbell, in 
bis debate with Mr. Maccalla, after showing some of <the ab- 
surdities of his opponent's translation of the word, "These 
and ten thousand new discoveries, originate from this new 
transition of mi, made for the relief, and by the- talents 
of, infant sprinklers." 

4 (tony thn<gentleman's criticism. The primary meaning 
of the Greek word en, is in; white the corresponding word, 
for by, is the Oreek did. And although en is sometimes 

^translated by other words than that of in, yet, as Mr. Campbell 
says in a note, page 313, in his debate whh Maccalhv; "Bt- 
ery meaning ascribed to en, can be resolved into in." The 
first and primary meaning of the word* therefore, is m, and 
is^eorrectly translated in the passage : "Asan Adam aH die, 
i. o* in his image or nature, even so-, (the same all) shall he 
made alive in Christ, i.e. in his image or nature." v 

f My friend may labor till the day of his death, and he can 
never make en, mean by ; and I only alluded to the matter, 
to- expose his unwarrantable assumption — not that his trans- 
lation would in the least affect the completeness of the argu- 
ment in "favor of the final holiness and happiness of aH ; for 
whether made alive in> Christ or by Christ, they are to be int- 

luwortel, incorruptible, glorious, and heavenly, and, as in this 
life they "bear the image of the earthy," sottrtbat iifeehatt 

•they **hetr the image of the heavenly." 

Now in regard to salvation from sin in a work! where 
there is no am. This the gentleman thinks a paradox. 1 
thought I made this matter so plain in my last, tha,t even he 
who rutmmight read ! I tell you, my friends, there are none 
so blind as those who won't see. I perceive I shall have to use 

"more plainness of speech. This question was raised by Mr- 

* Franklin himself, by saying that men conld not be saved' in 
'the future world, for there would be no sin there to be safced 
from. Now, notwithstanding all that has been said on ibis 
subject, the only difference between us is, that while he be- 
lieves that a part of mankind will be saved from sin m the 

; future world, 1 'believe that all will be. I presume I am not 
mistaken in this assertion. Does Mr. F- believe that any 
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are.'/aavett fromtsia" in this life 1 Jf he does* he4)e|jeyea/a 
great deal more than I do*— ««<* a grew, deal more tbanJie v 
can$W5Qvel I presume the gentleman will allow that people .;, 
ai» .n© ^better now than they were^in the days of the ptfjmi- < 
tive church ; and that if any body were ever "saved fronv- 
sin" in this life, it was the jostles and early chrisuan^fe-?.. 
But hear what the beloved apostle John says.,, in writing <$o^ 
his^cbri£uan brethren. *\ If -we say thai we have no^jn^we^ 
deceive -ourselves, and the truth is. not iu us," 1 Jno. 1:.8. 
" For there/ iaoiet a just, man upon earth, that .doeth good. * 
an&ai&netb not," Ecct 7 : 2Q. Here it is emphatically de? a 
cloved that there ia not even a, just man on earth that dcgg :., 
not sin. Again : " If they sin against thee, fcciihtiKft^ttfee 
mug that sinneth not»" 1 Kings ; 8 i 46. The truth '}»$ : my 
friends, nojnan ifr : entirely saved ficom sin in.l^i^lifei^hjiir^ 
were an impossibility. True, the $qripturea semeurnee ^pe^ u 
of being "saved, from sin," "without ain^" ;"freeviroro iw»"a 
&c*» La tbkilife ; bat. such expressions must J?e understood ,in, A 
a cojnpasabvesense. jtfo ma*i, I care not how go&i hfl wm* i 
ever Uy$d In tjae Aesh who was entirely jVee,.pr s^yed, frQm •,: 
sin, tfcbiie in the flesh. AH are subject— are HaWe^o aMfcrr t 
Hear Paul* in speaking of himself :,." Now *hen it is nomorfe/ 
I *bet.do.it* but. sin that dwelleth in tne ; ,4br I knQw that in ,, 
me (that is, in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing; for to wjil ..• 
is^pregent with me, hut how to perform that which is* good 
I find not," RoBa.7: 18, 19. What mean. all. i^ose^qo#fi^ : 
mftBdrneotd of the. Savior and the apostles— "if a b^othgfi sia* _ 
foj^ive him,", yea to "seventy .times seven .?" — and those re^j 
pealed exhortation to the christians — to the eaved— rtosin... 
not, to avoid sin» &c. 1 Do they ■ not imply that \\m beat . 
were not entirely free from sin 1— that they were not, and; 
could not be, entirely and completely "saved from sin" ii\ , 
this mortal life 1 Most assuredly. No man, I repeat,, canLe , 
fully and completely saved from sin in this world-rihereaia n£ . ■ 
such thing, in the strict sense of the $jbrase, as betng^saved r 
froqa sin in this life.. And hpw could there b$£\ *Ifof*;. 
then, can man be justified with God ? or how can he he cleau< ; 
that is bora of . a woman ? Behold even to the, moon, and it ; 
shineth not ; yea the, stars are not pure in his siglit : H^w i{ 
much less man, that is a worm, and the soa of man, whifthi 
i*-* wwp. 1"— Jofc, .vw. , ; ~ ^it 
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Now if Mr. Franklin does not believe that in the ftmirt 
worid men will be perfectly pure, holy, and einleas, then lie 
does, not believe in saeha thing as a complete saavafctonfryta 
sin I for it is abundantly snridenvthaf^och a salvation caawoi 
exist hdre ; and if not in the future state, then it wtU not ei- 
ist amy where ! > Bat ho does believe that the righteoturwill, 
if*ih* fimife 'woridv be holy *nd slnless*-*ons<equeiitlyi sav 
ed from si*; and, ns I said before; ait the di&renoabetweea ' 
us is, that' hd believes only a part: of • mankind* the "rigta 
eotis*" will be thus "saved,' • while I believe alt wiii bej~ 
for, as h# himself says, *«there will be *e sin there,*' cwws* 
qtta*#y thfeV mast bSsafe f*oro it, and if safe from i^ thts 
saved from'toi" .♦-••.. .•,•••• -• 

Bit let us: apply the gandoman Vrriode -of reasoning to his ♦ 
owvdoctHtie, and see how- it goes/* According to his doc- 
trine; nobody is saved fHm hell in this world, for tbswe is no 
hell in this* world to be saved from. Hi* hell is** at! in 1 the 
future wortd. Bot there is nobody saved from h^l^ i» ihe 
future world*; for the righteous 1 were never in dangetfof heft - 
in»the future world; and the wtekted aro«nOt saved from it, 
forthoy^harrotosuflfer^tl So the- righteous etfe-nof saved 
from hell', for they never were in danger of it; conseqataflyV { 
nobody j i»'saved from holly neither in this worid 1 nor in tfc* ; 

•Bat t6 tetum. Tho gentleman believes that men will be 
rewarded in the next world * for their good deeds ia this World. < 
Now may they not be saved wvthe next world, from their 
bad deeds in this world ? Mary they not be saved to thin 
world from' the ttfcture and disposition to sin— -a«d •cdnse- 
qnently from 1 sin^tvhieh they had in this world ? Thedif-' 
tidulty between the gentleman and myself ; seems to bov not 
in regard totho fact, but in regard to the- use of terms to ex- 
p*ess j that' 4km. He thinks it is not proper to call tho glori- 
fied 1 stat* of mankind ih the future world* a a salvationfrom 
sih, n because there is 4% sin in that world to be saved from ! 
White I maintain that it is proper so to speak y holding that 
they> are 1 saved in that world from the sins of tfote worlds 
artd 'consequently I cafl it a "salvation fromsin/' as well as 
from 4 all theothe* etils of this- life. To illustrate : > Suppose 
intwtoefurtAcity there is a malignant' disease-^say the chol 
era, and that it bids lair to destroy the whofle- pppubmotf. 
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tSay that every 4 inhabitant tone become mare or4ess te&cttd * 
ty the ^poisoned atmosphere. »Snyi ne*r<tbatat this juncture 
of affair, the inhabitants are conveyed /rotn the pestilential 
city into a heaHhy district; of country v wtoere there ia no 
cholera— would they not be saved (ronitaechdera^ although > 
there is no cholera in, the country wtare they .-.newi are, to»be i . 
saved from ? So it i»in regatti to the fliuitee world. Herev < 
man is in a country of sio; misery, and- death- H-but iitvtbat i 
country — that ** building of Ged, eternal in. the heavene •'•*** . 
whither all* are tending, ha wilt- be ea^edfoew* ali these ca> . 
lanaiuee, for ihere is r no air* therey nor deaU*, nor any thing' • 
that cart hurt or make; afraid. Thutf -will ait ttffaaiod he-.; 
saved m the world t» come— slaved frem niowality, and tnw^ 
sleep of death 9 and all^he evils* uieidewto ttiortfttity uno^a .* 
world : where none* of these ■ ettte . e*i*t; ► The thing uated 
from is here, in thte world f while the'aaved arehviftJA i 
world. I hope the geadetnani tmdertttnds hwitow t Juat t 
as he will have-a part of nWLri kind sayed,-io will i> have ia&> 
mankind saved. WeihaVe* see© that no* & are sayed Jr*»f » 
sin, ia the strict and full! sens*, in this life v attar#*uhjeci to « 
sin so longma they live inta&fleeh ;~-*tanaiif nmdnsoaiinot'be; ' 
saired from sin, in the future wo>l<^ beeaaee^bereu* no Iain 1 '" 
there 'to be saved from, then -none !- 1*411* erferbeeaved ***** 
sin. Bun if a part cam thus be saved, itae* att on©, But aft 
tev all, what is the differenced whether it be prope* toaayuhe^ 
will be "dared from stn" in the fotum.wdrhfc, or-iwrt ^ Ath 5 
will be holy and happy, an4*hia is-aU-enffictetofe ' < » i 

I hare sho\m-*-I mast ha- allowed to say/ triumphant - 
shown— that all who die In Adam will bemad* aftveie Ckrii"^ ' > 
inunortalv glorious and heavenly ;«^that; aft shaft: ba dehv*f*d " 
front the bondage of corruption, from mortality j i4to )k*gfa ' • 
rious liberty of the children of &ed^ 4hat aHy- beth irr^ 
heaven and ' on earth, shaU he gathered together^n Gtofot' 
(the gentleman may .say by Christ if he wishes) ;^*^^lhw , aii'^ 
shaft- eveataaHy say, Blessinig and heher^ and glory ah«t : 
power. .be unto him that sUteth upon the tHit>fie,aiitiunto>*the»i 
Lamb,ibrever and ever 1 Bm I must attends sonidmotfe *£»* 
the gentleman te argueients. »? '- i 

And first: ^ He that is dead is freed ft owj sin, M ftoroafts 
6:7.. This* Mr. ;Fj says, <toe# net meat** literal deaths M" 
have proved that no mas as >*foee. fjtom em'' m\hU fesfe v^«^ Xi 
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Paul, who is the author of this language, as we have seen, 
declares, in the very next chapter* that sin dwelt in him, that 
is,Ja his flesh. And if Paul, and John, and the best men 
that ever lived, were not "free from sin,' 9 how can it be said 
that men in this life are free from sin I Mr. Franklin thinks 
it means a figurative dealt*, and says that "the Roman breth- 
ren, with (the apostle himself, were dead, in the sense of the 
passage." This I deny, without any disrespect at all to the 
gentiemaft. In the preceding verses Paul tells his brethren 
that they, had been "planted together in the likeness of his 
(Qhriflt'*,^/^raZ) death/' that they had been "buried wiik 
bin by baptism irttoJaoiA'' — that is, in the likeness or traitor 
tie* of death ; and then draws the inference that as they had . 
emblematically died , and bfttn buried with Christ, therefore, 
"aaChrta was raised up from the dead by the glory of toe,; 
Father, even so. we also should walk in newness of life."—. 
Lc& it he distinctly noted, that the apostle's object id to show . 
them ;hat sp tbay have professed to be. dead and buried with. 
Chriat, they. ought, also, .henceforth, to live without sin: And 
why?. Now,, notice the argument. The apostle refers to a 
faefc-rto jm admitted Act — which they could not deny, and 
wfcteh bore directly on the point, because, "he that is dead*, 
(literally) is freed from sin." Now, to say that this means. a . 
figurative death-rrsuehas "the Roman brethren and the apos-. . 
tie* had, died, is to make Paul rest his whole argument to». 
prove a eartajn feet, Aipon the bare assertion of that rad?^r- , 
Paul was not wont to do so. . Besides, it makes him declare .. 
a falsehood! The /act that he tries to convince his brethren 
that they ought to lure free from sin, shows that they werer.not 
free food) bin; how, then, could he assert that they were free 
from, sin? . But if the text means a figurative death, he did 
assert this— -for he emphatically declares — "he that is dead 
is freed. from sin/' Such a view, therefore, would not -only , 
destroy the apostle's Argument and place him in the awkward 
predicament frequently occupied by my opponent here—of . 
proving his position by a bare assertion ; but it would make 
him assert that which his argument shows was not true! — , 
But the following verses show that the apostle was speaking . 
of a literal death, as well as of a figurative death, and was 
endeavoring to show the consequences which ought to follow : 
the one, from those which in reality do .follow the. other. In 
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the tenth verse he refers again to Christ's literal death : "For 
in that he died, he died unto sin once"— and then adds, ii^ 
the next verse — "Likewise, RECKON ye also yourselves to 
be dead indeed unto sin, but alive tinto God," &c. So they 
were not really dead unto sin, but they were to reckon them- 
selves to be so ! And why so ? Because, he that is literally 
dead is freed from sin ; therefore, as they were emblematic- 
ally dead and buried, they shonld reckon themselve, also 
"free from sin," or dead unto sin. This, I maintain, is the 
apostle's argument ; take away the literal fact which he de- 
clares here, and you take away all the force of his argument 
— it has no power nor meaning whatever. He that is dead is < 
freed from sin. This not only goes to establish the fact that no 
one in this life is free from sin, but it is another strong pre- 
sumptive argument, at least, in favor of the final holiness and 
happiness of our race. There is no sin beyond death ; and 
hence we conclude there will be no punishment where there 
is no sin. 

As to what I said in my last on Matthew and Luke, in re- 
gard to the resurrection, I have only to remark that, in view 
oi % what the gentleman has said in reply, I see no necessity 
for anything further from me. You all recollect what I then 
said. The gentleman must yield the point, or as I said 
then, take the ground that these evangelists contradict each 
other. This he is not willing to do. He must, therefore, ad- 
mit that in the resurrection all will be as the angels of God 
in heaven. 

Mr. Franklin cannot see how Romans 5 "proves- that all 
mankind will be finally holy and happy." If he had refuted 
my argument on the 19th verse of this chapter, he might 
have shown why it doos not teach that doctrine. I have re- 
peatedly called his attention to this verse ; but he has, every 
time, forgotten it ! You can probably guess the cause of his 
forget r ulness ! The apostle, in summing up his argument, 
adds, in this verse : "For *hs by one man's disobedience, 
many were made sinners ; so by the obedience of one shall 
many be made righteous." Now, the word many is just as 
extensive in the one case as in the other ; just as- many as 
have been made sinners by Adam shall be made rightous by 
Christ : and the original word here rendered many shows 
that it may as properly mean every son and daughter of 

14 
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Adam, as any part of them, for it literally signifies the multi- 
tude or the mass. 

I maintain, as well as other Universalists, that this verse is 
parallel with the 22d 1 Corinthians 15 — notwithstanding Mr. 
F. says I have given up the passage as not applying to the 
resurrection. Perhaps the gentleman will understand this 
matter better when 1 tell him that in Romans 5, the subject is 
not the resurrection. In 1 Corinthians 15, the main idea is a 
physical one-y-the resurrection, while the moral effects and 
consequences come in as secondary. In Romans 5, the 
main idea is a moral one — the righteousness of all man- 
kind, or all who have been made sinners by the disobedience 
of Adam. The chapters, and especially the two verses 
named, are parallel to each other, in regard to numbers, and 
in reference to Adam and Christ. The one declaring that 
all who die in Adam shall be made alive in Christ; the other 
that all who have been made sinners by Adam shall be made 
righteous by Christ. The one is a physical, resurrection in- 
cluding the moral ; the other is a moral resurrection includ- 
ing the physical. The gentleman will now see why I " ad- 
mitted" mat Rpmans 5 taught a moral resurrection. And 
now, as he has paid no attention to this 19th verse, so far, I 
presume that he will not ; for he will hardly do so in his last 
speech, as I would then not have a chance to reply, should it 
be necessary. But should he do so in his next speech, you 
will please bear in mind that as many as have been made 
sinners v by Adam shall be made righteous by Christ ; and 
whether this means "conversion" or not, or whether it is to 
be done at the resurrection or before it, is a matter of no con- 
sequence, so that the fact takes place. The apostle has de- 
clared that it shall be done, and this is enough for us to know. 

I tofd you that Mr. Franklin would ngt tell you what the 
word "creature" means, in Horn. 8 ! Of course he will not 
do so in his last speech, for the» I could not have "an oppor- 
tunity to make a string of objections," and thus have some- 
thing to say ! . Well, 1 will not press the gentleman any fur- 
ther on this point ; and as I think I said enough on this sub- 
ject in my last, I will let it pass with the remark that it wiil 
take more ingenuity and skill in twisting the Scriptures than 
my friend possesses, or more than he is willing to display, in 
order to make this passage teach any thing less than the final 
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deliverance of the whole human family "from the bondage of 
corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of God !" 
I submit the passage as a triumphant argument in favor of 
this most glorious result. 

Mr. Franklin says that he has "proved most clearly and 
triumphantly, while on his first proposition, that all men will 
go to God, and that to be judged," and that I have said "no- 
thing deserving the name of an offset to his argument !" I 
am aware that he tried to prove that Christ would, at some 
future time, "come" to judge "all men," but this is the first I 
have heard of the proposition that "all men" are to "go to God" 
to be judged ! I hope I shall be excused for not makiug an 
"offset" to this "argument," for it is sometimes extremely 
difficult to reply to an argument before one hears it I The 
gentleman, it seems, has abandoned the ground that Christ is 
yet to come to judge the world. "Better late than never!" — 
He now thinks that "the world" will "go to God to be judged.*' 
Well, the text says, "For o f him, and through and to him, 
are all things." It as distinctly teaches that all came from 
God, as it does that all will go to God ; now if all were with 
God in the first place, "to be judged," then the probability is 
that all will go back to him again, "to be judged" — otherwise 
I must be allowed to think the text fails to prove the gentle- 
man's proposition. So also of the "spirit" which shall return 
to God who gave it." If it was there in the first place "to be 
judged," then, for aught we know, it may go back again "t* 
be judged." 

On the text, "I will draw all men unto me," the gentle- 
man thinks "there is a slight difference between drawing to 
him and coming to him." I confess I can see none! I 
showed in my last that all who came to Christ previous to his 
crucifixion were drawn by the Father — "no man cometh to 
me except the Father draw him." But after Christ was cru- 
cified, "lifted up from the earth," then he was to draw men 
unto him, and not only men, but all men. That some men 
are drawn to Christ, or come to him in this life, is no reason 
that all must be drawn to him in this life, or not come to him 
at all! We believe that Christ will not give up his Mediatori- 
al reign until he has drawn all men unto him ; and the only 
differenoe between us and Mr. Franklin is — he believes all 
men will be drawn to Christ to be judged, while we believe al 
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will be drawn to him to be saved or made righteous.— 
This is the difference, my friends, and you are at liberty to 
take which side you please. 

The gentleman says he don't admit that "all things in Christ" 
includes those things not in Christ ! Neither do I. But he 
should bear in mind that when "all things" are orce gathered 
together in Christ, there will be no "things" out of him. He 
says my "position is that in Christ here, and in 1st Cor. 15: 
22, is, in a justified stale " He then says, "the passage 
simply asserts the gathering together of all things in a justified 
state," and therefore does nothing for me ! My friends, I can 
hardly find words to express my contempt for the course Mr. 
Franklin pursues in regard to this matter. I accused him in 
my last of wilfully misrepresenting me, and 1 made the mat- 
ter so plain that there was no possible excuse for him io do 
so any longer. He whines about what I said a little, says it 
is "all understood in this community," and still persists in 
the same disgraceful course ! I have said, over and over 
again, that to be in Christ, was to be in a "justified condition," 
and that when all shall be "made alive" in him, and "gath- 
ered together" in him, then all would be in a justified con- 
dition. 

He continues to assume, and take it for granted, as though 
nothing had been said to the contrary, that 1 simply- mean 
(as he most foolishly believes) that none will ever be made 
alive in Christ, nor gathered together in him, but such as are 
justified in this life ! He takes this. I say, all for granted, 
when I have told him that I believed no such thing, advoca- 
ted no such thing ; and exposed his stupidity and hardihood 
in such a manner that there was no possible chance for him 
to continue his misrepresentations any longer without doing 
it knowingly and designedly ! I told him in my last to stop 
it — that I would endure it no longer. He has done so again, 
in his sneaking, underhanded manner, thinking, no doubt, 
that the audience would not detect it ! I hold him guilty, 
therefore, of that which is equal to willful falsification ! 
You may think, my friends, that this is severe language. 
But it is no more than he deserves ; I cautioned him before, 
so that ho knew batter. He is not so stupid as he pretends 
to be. I allow any man to ridicule my arguments as much 
as he pleases ; but to assume that an argument of mine is di- 
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rectly the opposite of what it is, and to do it knowingly, wil- 
fully, and therefore wickedly, and then to ridicule that posi- 
tion, is what I will not allow. No man shall thus trifle with 
me, and go unwhipped of justice ! I believe in rewarding 
men according to their deeds. The gentleman will proba- 
bly tell you again that I am in a bad humor — that I am angry ; 
but even if I were angry, it would not justify him in sinning ! 
But I am only in earnest, I told him before that I was in 
earnest ; and he seemed to think I ought to have given this 
information sooner. I gave it in time for his last speech, but 
it didn't seem to do any good. 

I will now repeat my argument : I admitted in the first 
place* that to be in Christ meant to be in a justified state — 
and then maintained that all will eventually be in Christ, for 
all are to be made alive in him (l.Cor. 15 r 22,) and all 
things in heaven and on earth are to be gathered together in 
him, (Eph. 1 : 9) which 1 hold to mean all intelligent crea- 
tures. Therefore, as all are to be made alive in Christ, and 
alt gathered together in him, the conclusion is that all will 
eventually be brought into a justified state or condition. 
Now let him misrepresent me again, if he wishes ; let him 
say that I only mean that those which are now in Christ will 
be made alive in him — will be gathered together in him ! or 
that none but those that are in a justified condition in this 
life will ever be in a justified condition in the future life, by 
being made alive, or gathered together in Christ ! Let him 
so misrepresent me again, if he dares, and if this congrega- 
tion don't frown him out of countenance, it will Be because 
he has no shame left ! He talk about having a religion that 
won't allow him to get angry — that won't allow him to talk 
as 1 do ! Religion, indeed ! What kind of a religion is that 
which allows a man to do that which is far worse than to get 
angry ? — which allows him to persist in misrepresenting me, 
when he knows better? Paul says, "Be angry and sin not," 
but Mr. Franklin can sin even without being angry ! But I 
must pass on. The gentleman, I hope, will begin to think I 
am in earnest, by this time ! 

It matters not what or who the devil is — he is to be de- 
stroyed before the resurrection. All other enemies must be 
destroyed before the last, which is death, and death will be 
destroyed when all mankind shall be raised from the dead. 
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Death destroys sin, and the probability is that it destroys the 
devil also, or devils, if there be more than one. The gen- 
tleman admits that the " hope of the gospel destroys the fear 
of death in the christian man, in this life," but he "can'tsee 
how that can prove that all mankind will be finally holy 
and happy." It is because " the christian man " knows that 
death, which m the last enemy, is to be destroyed by a gene- 
ral resurrection ; and as all mankind are to be raised from 
the dead, and as the last enemy will then be destroyed, and 
as all mankind are to be raised in Christ, in the image of 
the heavenly, immortal and glorious, " the christian man " •. 
can come to no other just conclusion than that all will be 
" holy and happy." 

There are undoubtedly "sorer punishments than death 
without mercy," in this world; but we have no account of 
any punishment or "enemy" in the Bible, after the "last en- 
emy," which is death. And as this is to be "destroyed" at 
the resurrection of the dead, there can be no "enemy" be- 
yond the resurrection. * Consequently the gentleman's hell is 
a humbug ! 

But the gentleman's position in regard to Rev. 5: 13, is the 
most awkward and ridiculous of any thing yet! He thinks 
because John immediately goes back to the commencement 
of the gospel dispensation, and describes things that took 
place on the earth, that therefore what he previously saw 
must have taken place on the earth alsol He seems to 
think every thing that John saw, must of necessity take 
place in the same regular succession, in regard to time, as 
that in which they are described in the book — than whk'h 
nothing could be more unwarrantable, or farther from the 
truth ! John saw the final triumph of the Redeemer's reign 
— the "restitution of all things," when all shall be redeemed, 
purified, and shall ascribe glory and honor and power unto 
him. that sitteth upon the ihrone, and unto the Lamb forever. 
He saw the enif. But he was not to continue gazing upon this 
glorious scene, however delightful, nor was he to look be- 
yond. He is then carried back to the commencement of 
Christ's reign. The 6th chapter opens therefore with the 
opening of the first seal, and closes with the opening of the 
sixth seal — all of which pertains to the destruction of Jero- 
salem, and the disastrous time* yjYucVy immediately preceded 
it. 
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But Mr. F. says that Rev. 5: 13, "refers to the judgment 
seat of Christ, where every tongue shall confess." He ad- 
mits then by this, that this verse means "the whole human 
family," for he believes that all are to be assembled, before 
the "judgment seat of Christ. 1 * And "every tongue shall 
confess'* — that is, shall say, "Blessing and honor and glory 
and power be urit# him that sitteth upon the throne, and urtto 
the Lamb forever." And is this the kind of a "judgment" 
that Mr. F. believes in ? All are to praise God and the 
Lamb — to shout blessing and honor and glory and power be 
unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb.— 
Surely, then, I have not so much objection to the judgment, 
after all! "Be it known then, and read of all men, that the 
oft-repeated" judgment for which Mr. Franklin contends, and 
at which all are to "confess," only means that all— both 
which are in heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, 
and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them — are to 
say, "Blessing and honor arid glory and power be unto him 
that sitteth upon the throne, arid "unto the Lamb forever and 
ever !" I want no better Universalism than this. All, then, 
that are to be assembled before the "judgment seat of Christ" 
are thus to praise God and the Lamb — angels and men, all 
praise him alike, in the same glorious strain. The gentle- 
man, in his over anxiety and his determination to make ev- 
ery thing apply to "the judgment," has at length blundered 
very near to the truth. I never saw such a stickler for "judg- 
ment" in my lifel When it is said, "the spirit returns to 
"God who gave it," says Mr. F., "it is to be judged 1" When 
Christ says he "will draw all men unto him,". Mr. F. thinks 
it will' b3 for the purpose of "judging them!" And now, 
when the Revelalor saw in prophetic vision all intelligences, 
both in heaven and on earth— yea, all in the universe — around 
the throne, praising God and the Lamb, why, says he-*-true 
to his one idea — "John saw the judgment!" Everything 
means the judgment ! How ridiculous ! 

How the gentleman will get along with his idea that what 
John describes after he describes this "judgment," must taka 
place after the judgment, is more than 1 can tell ! Accord- 
ing to this, every thing recorded in the book of Revelation 
after chapter 5:13, must take place after the judgment! — 
This is unquestionably more than the geu\\Q«vvjx^^ :^rw \ 
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and I therefore conclude that he will abandon that idea.— 
Let it be remembered then that at this "judgment" which 
John saw, all were praising God. Not a part praising him, 
and the balance lamenting ; but all — every creature in hea- 
ven and on earth — all thai shall be assembled at the " judg- 
ment seat" shall praise God— consequently, alt will be happy. 
I hope the gentleman will not try to back out from his ap- 
plication of the text. I shall hold him to it. But as I have 
but a few minutes left, I must attend to the gentleman's coun- 
ter proof-texts. 

The first- is the "sin against the Holy Ghost." On this 
subject I will simply give you what Dr. Clarke says, believ- 
ing his view is correct. 

*' Though I follow tho common translation, yet I am fully 
satisfied that the meaning of the words is, neither in this dis- 
pensation, viz., the Jewish ; or, in the dispensation to come, 
viz., the Christian. Olam ha-bo, the world to eome, is a 
constant phrase for the* times of the Messiah, in the Jew- 
ish writers. The sin here spoken of by our Lord, rank* 
high in the catalogue of presumptuous sins, for which there 
was no forgiveness under the Mosaic dispensation. See 
Num. xv. 30, 31 — xxxv. 31 — Lev. xx. 10 — 1 Sam. ii. 25. 
When our Lord says that such a sin hath no forgiveness, is 
he not to be understood as meaning that the crime shall be 
punished under the Christian dispensation as it was under 
the Jewish, viz. by the destruction of the body ? And is not 
this the same mentioned 1 John i. 7, called the sin unto 
death, i. e. a sin that was to be punished by the death of the 
body, while mercy might be extended to the soul V The 
punishment for presumptuous sins, under the Jewish law, to 
which our Lord evidently alluded, certainly did not extend 
to the damnation of the soul, though the body was destroy- 
ed ; therefore I think that though there was no such forgive- 
ness to be extended to this crime as to absolve the man from 
the punishment of temporary death, yet, on repentance, mer- 
cy might be extended to the soul ; and every sin may be 
repented of under the gospel dispensation." — Com. in Matt. 
12: 31,32. 

In regard to the phrase, "hath never forgiveness," on which 
Mr. Franklin lays such stress, Dr. Clarke doubts its genu- 
ineness. He says — "Never — eis ton aiona. This is wanting 
la the Codex Beza } two oVhets, fr\fe ot \\\e ItaUa v and in 
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Athanasius, and Cyprian" With regard to the phrase 
"eternal damnation," I expect to prove, when the third pro- 
position comes before us, that the word eternal does not sig- 
nify endless duration, and shall therefore omit all proof now 
on that subject. Every Bible reader well knows that men 
can suffer on earth what the Bible terms "dam nation." "He 
that doubteth k damned," " having 'damnation because they 
cast ofT their first faith," are Bible expressions. So this text 
is disposed of. 

He next read Matt. 16 : 26 — " For what is a man profited 
if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul ? — 
Or what shall a man give in exchange for his soul ?" On 
this text I will also let you hear Dr. Clarke. He says : 
*' Lose his own soul — or lose his life. On what authority 
many have translated the word psvche in the 25th verse, life, 
and in this verse souK I know not; but am certain it means 
life in both places. If a man should gain the whole world, 
its riches, honors, and pleasures, and lose his life, what 
would all these profit him, seeing they can only be enjoyed 
during life?" So there is nothing said in this passage but 
what a Universahst might say every day — " What would it 
profit a man to gain the whole world and lose his own life?" 

The other passage is Luke 12 : 4, 5. " Be not afraid of 
them that kill the body, and after that have no more that 
they can do; but I will forewarn you whom you shall 
fear; Fear him which after he hath killed, hath power to 
cast into hell : yea, I say unto you, fear him." 

It is very strange that the gentleman should speak «o con- 
fidently of this passage — as though it proved any thing to 
the point ! Admit it to mean just what he thinks it does, it 
falls very far short of proving any thing in opposition to the 
final holiness and happiness of all mankind. Suppose that 
gekenna means an endless hell, and that psuche means the 
soul, or the immortal part — both of which I deny — and what 
does the passage prove ? It declares that God has the power 
to cast into hell. And who denies this ? God has power to 
do any thing that can be done by almighty power. But does 
the text say that he will do it ? Not a word of it. Said the 
Savior, " God is able of these stones to raise up children un- 
to Abraham " — but did he do it ? We admit that God has 
power to cast the soul and body into hell, or any where else ; 
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bat the text does not say that he ever did, or ever will, do it. 
So that admitting the gentleman's own interpretation of the 
passage, it does not prove any thing for him, either one way 
or the other ! In Matthew, the parallel passage reads : "but 
rather fear ftim which is able to destroy both soul and body 
in hell." Now if the text proves any thing for the gentle- 
man, it proves that both soul and body will be destroyed~- 
not punished, but destroyed. It proves as clearly the des- 
truction of the soul as it does that of the body — that is, ad- 
mitting the common interpretation of the passage. This 
would prove annihilation ! But notice that in neither case 
does it say that God will do thus, but only that he has pow- 
er, that he is able ; which nobody disputes. So the gentle- 
man has, in this case, made a complete failure ! 

I believe that I am now thrdugh. I will not trespass further 
upon your time. I submit the argument. Mr. Franklin has 
the closing speech ; and, as the saying is, he will probably 
" spread himself," as he knows that I will have no chance 
to reply. However, I have no fears of the consequence. 
Whatever he may say, I feel confident my arguments must 
stand, as they have. so fur, triumphant evidences in favor of 
the ultimate happiness of all mankind. I have shown from 
the word of God that "all shall be made alive in Christ"— 
"gathered together in him" — "shall be as the angels of God 
in heaven" — shall be "freed from sin"-— that "sin," iho "de- 
vil," and finally "death," the "last enemy," shall be destroy- 
ed ; that all shall be "delivered from the bondage of cor- 
ruption, into the glorious liberty of the children of God ;" — 
and finally, that all intelligencies shall say, "Blessing, and 
honor, and glory, and power, be unto Him that sitteth upon 
the throne, and unto the Lamb forever." Amen and Amen! 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S FIFTH SPEECH. 



Beloved Hearers:* 

My friend, Mr. Manford, seems in deep trouble to know 
how to manage his old sinking ship. The concern has 
sprung so many new leaks, in addition to the old ones, that 
he is in as difficult a situation as the man of whom I hav« 
heard somewhere, who was told by a wag that he could draw 
good wine out of one end of a barrel of brandy and beer out 
of the other. After getting the liberty to make the experi- 
ment, the wag tapped one end of the barrel, and after draw- 
ing out a bottle full,, told the man to hold his finger on the 
place he had opened till he had drawn some out of the other 
end. After drawing from the other end likewise, he directed 
the man to reach his other hand over and stop it from running 
out till he would make some corks to stop it. When this was 
done, the wag took his bottles and started off, leaving the man 
holding the barrel with both ends open. So it is with Mr. M.; 
he has been trying to stop the ends made 1 in his system, un- 
til he has even put patch upon patch in mending, until he 
scarcely knows what he has been trying to do. And, in or- 
der to give vent to his feelings of mortification and disappoint* 
ment, in coming fifty miles to have his peculiar scheme rid- 
dled from end to end and put to an open shame, he complains 
of my "boasting" But it was not my boasting that troubled 
him ; but my taking his argument out of his hands, and ex- 
posing his ridiculous positions and interpretations was the 
real trouble all the time. I understand the gentleman. 
"Boasting," indeed ! What would he care for boasting if no 
other difficulty were in the way ? He would care no more 
than I care for his rantings. But I can tell you what makes 
my ••boasting," as he calls it, wound his feelings so. He 
knows that I have clearly shown to this intelligent communi- 
ty, his utter failure ; and he dreads for me to mention it, as 
all the people are so sensible that it is so. - But I care noth- 
ing for his boasting, for I have too much confidence in the in- 
telligence of the community in which I live, to think they can 
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be made to believe his unreasonable and unscriptural contra- 
dictions. I rely upon reason and scripture, and therefore, 
feel not the least excited by anything he can say. But in 
his politeness and benevolence, he attributes all my boasting 
to my "fool-hardiness or ignorance.' ' That is exactly the 
language of men who fail in argument. They make up the 
deficiency in their arguments by bitter and abusive language. 
I dare not, and wish not to say, "thou fool/' for should I, be- 
lieving the bible, as I do, I should consider myself "in dan- 
ger of hell-fire." He who believes there is no hell may thus 
talk : I may not. 

He still feels it incumbent upon him to make some addi- 
tional efforts, or rather to make one of the same efforts over 
again, to escape from the dilemma into which he fell, relative 
to saving men from their sins in a world where there will be 
no sin. But, on this point he is bound hand and foot, and I 
defy him or any other man to escape Jhe difficulty he appears 
so conscious he is involved in, on this point. He denies that 
there will be any sin in the world to come. Yet he contends 
for a salvation of all men in the coming world, not, he says, 
in their sins, but "from their sins." Well, of course, they 
are in their sins, till they are saved from them. They are 
saved from them, he says, in the coming world. Well, then, 
they must go into that world in their sins ! From this there 
is no escape. But he kindly informs you that I believe that 
some are saved from sin in the coming world. I 'deny the 
charge ; and can assure you that 1 believe in no such thing. 
The righteous are saved from their sins or pardoned in this 
world, and consequently saved from punishment in the world 
to come; hence, they are saved from sin in a world where 
there is sin, and will be saved from punishment in a world 
where there will be punishment to be saved from. In this 
there is some reason, but there is not one particle of reason 
in talking of being saved from sin in a world where there will 
be no sin. After all his talk, then, and preaching about sal- 
vation, he really believes in no salvation, or what is the same 
thing, a salvation. from nothing in time or eternity. With 
him,, men must sin as long as they stay in this world, and con- 
sequently be punished the same length of time, andjin the 
world to come there will be no sin, second death, hell, or any 
punishment of any kind to be saved from, so that his system 
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is now completely out, and he docs not believe in any salva- 
tion from anything, in time or eternity. 

He says it* I will tell you upon what principle a part will 
be saved, he will tell you upon what principle all will be 
saved. Well, we will see. I believe that some will be sav- 
ed from sin in this life upon the principle of believing, re- 
penting, and obeying the gospel, and that by continuing 
faithful in obedience to God till death, they will be saved 
from punishment in the world to come. Can he show that 
all will be saved upon the same principle I 

I am pleased to see how conscious my friend appears to 
be of his failure on the words **in Christ. '' With him a word 
is a word, and it appears it can have but one meaning. — 
Hence he has gone on to multiply passages where the Greek 
preposition en is, and should be, translated in. But what 
bearing has all that on the subject, unless he intends to im- 
pose the idea on this audience that the Greek word en inva- 
riably means one thing ? Not the least in the world. But 
he was ashamed to let it pass without admitting that this same 
preposition en is frequently translated by ; yet he pronounc- 
ed it rather faintly. 

All he said relative to my giving up all we have contended 
for concerning the use of that word connected with baptism, 
is just worthy of a man who regards his reputation as a critic 
and a man of learning before the literary world, no more 
than he does himself. 'A man who is willing to palm ofl* 
such an imposition on the uneducated, is not to be envied; 
and I have no fears of such an attempt having any ^effect on 
any honest man, who is acquainted even with the first prin- 
ciples of language. 

I have already abundantly shown, as many in this assem- 
bly well know, and even as the gentleman has admitted, that 
this same Greek preposition en is sometimes translated by as 
well as /«, and that it is translated in several ways. We all 
know that it would make great nonsense to translate it inva- 
riably by* and not any more so than it would to translate it in- 
variably in. When it means agency it should be translated 
by or through, but when it means place it should be translated 
* tn. Well, even with Mr. Manford's consciousness of pro- 
propriety, he has been enabled to discover the impropriety 
of saying " in Christ " is the place where men are made 
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alive, and even became enraged at me for intimating that 
such is his view of the passage. When he yielded up the 
point, and admitted that it did not mean place, the argumem 
was virtually given up. 

When the scripture says, '• as in Adam all die," the idea 
is precisely the same as " by one man sin entered into the 
world, and death by sin." It is certainly expressing the 
meaning of the sacred writer mere clearly to say " by one 
man sin entered into the world, and death by sin," than "in 
one man sin entered into the world. " " By one man's of- 
fence" is certainly better sense, and expresses the apostle's 
meaning more clearly than "in one man's offence." " By 
Adam all die," is a better translation than "in Adam all die." 
" By Christ shall all be made alive," is a better translation 
than "in Christ all shall be made alive." 

But to accommodate the gentleman, and to try to please 
him-, I have agreed to let him haVe his own way, as fur as 
as our argument is concerned, and- to let it stand that "in 
Christ" in 1 Cor. 15 : 22, is the same as "if any man be in 
Christ, he is anew creature," and the same as "so many of 
us as have been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ." 
Or, as he expresses it, they "are in a justified state," 1 then 
showed htm, that if this be correct, the passage simply as- 
serts the resurrection of those in a justified state, or those 
"baptized into Christ." To make this doubly strong, he has 
asserted that "none will be made alive out of Christ." In 
all this we have just taken him at his word, and consequently 
the passage simply asserts "in Christ all shall be made alive," 
and "in Christ," he says, is "the justified," which makes 
the passage assert that "the justified alt shall be made alive;" 
and as those "in Christ" mean the justified, those out of 
Christ are those not justified". These, according to his doc- 
trine, will never be raised. 

The fifteenth of 1 Cor. then, is fully and fairly taken out 
of his hands, and even made to testify against him. Taking 
him at his x>wn word, and admitting his own interpretation, 
he has simply proved that all the justified will be made alive; 
and according to this explanation, which he appears so deter- 
mined to have, there is not one word in the whole chapten 
about the resurrection or salvation of any but the righteous. 
According to him, "in Adam," that is, in the Adamic state, 
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or the fleshly state, "all die," even so, "in Christ," or in a 
justified state, or those "baptized into Christ," "all shall 
be made alive !" 1 see nothing like all mankind being holy 
and happy in this. But I must not press him too hard here, 
for he "will not suffer it any longer !" 

On Romans, 6: 7, the gentleman has given us a brilliant 
display truly ! He said, with an air of triumph, "I have • 
proved that no man is free from sin in this life." Well, all 
I ,have to say about this is, if he has proved such to be the 
fact, he has proved that Paul did not tell the truth. Paul said 
in this same sixth chapter of Romans, "ye have obeyed from 
the heart, that form of doctrine delivered you. Being 
then made free from sin, ye became the servants of right- 
eousness." Will we believe Mr. Manford, who says he "has 
proved that no man is free from sin in this life," or 
Paul, who said of the disciples at Rome, "being then made 
free from sin, ye became the servants cf righteousness?" — 
Rom. 6: 17, 18. 

I suppose the gentleman fell into this error in looking 
at the fruits of his own doctrine, which I presume, never did 
free any man from sin in this life, or that which is to come. 
But as the gentleman quoted from John, I also appeal 
to John. He says, "He that commiteth sin, is of the devil." 
1 John, 8: 8. Air. M. says all commit sin ; all are then of 
the devil. John says, "Whosoever is born of God, doth not 
commit sin." — 1 John, 3: 9. Mr. M. says, all commit 
sin. The gentleman does not believe his Bible, is the true 
secret of the matter. But he is determined to prove that 
Paul was a sinner, even while he was an apostle of Christ ! 
But let us hear the apostle a little before we decide against 
him. He says, "What shall we say then ? Shall we con- 
tinue in sin that grace may abound 1 God forbid. How 
shall we that are dead to sin, live any longer therein V* We 
cannot tell how, but it is so, is clearly shown by the immuta- 
ble assertion of Mr. M. who says he has proved that 
"no man is saved from sin, in this life." You may talk, 
Paul, about man being "justified, sanctified, adopted and 
saved," and about "Saints," "holy brethren, partakers of the 
heavenly calling," &c. &c, and Peter may talk about 
the "elect according to the foreknowledge of God, through 
sanctification of spirit and obedience of the truth," 4cc. &c, 
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but it is all in vain, for Mr. Manford has now decided 
ihe case, and even proved it, he says, that " no man is 
Iree from sin in this life !" There is no difference between 
those who serve God, and those who serve Him not, at this rate. 
What a work of benevolence it must be. to spread such sen- 
timents through the land ! What desperation a man must be 
driven to, when his succoss depends on proving that the holy 
apostle of Christ was a sinner. His reference to the Old 
Testament on this point, avails nothing. We are disputing 
about the gospel age. I am not willing to spend tifrie 
in a debate, to defend charges made against even my breth- 
ren, who live contemporary with me, but I cannot endure it, 
so well to bear Paul slandered by a professed minister of the 
gospel. He has repeatedly called him "St. Paul," since the 
commencement of this debate ; but now Saint means sinner. 
1 cannot see why he has been so exasperated at his brother 
for calling him "a little sinner," in some of his late skirmishes 
with the ''Independent Universalist," if sinner means saint, or 
even if Paul was a sinner. Is he any better than Paul? 

He will have it that "he that is dead is freed from sin," 
Rom. 6: 7, is literal death. While on this point, he uttered 
the following remarkable sentence: "Likewise reckon ye 
also, yourselves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto 
God, &c. So they were not really dead unto sin; but they 
were to reckon themselves to be so." If the apostle was 
guilty of directing his brethren to reckon that to be so indeed, 
which he knew was not so, he may have been guilty of the 
charge of being a sinner; but I do not believe he ever told 
them to reckon any thing to be so, which was not so. 
While the apostle commanded them to reckon themselves to 
be dead indeed unto sin," he takes upon himself to say, 
"they were not really dead unto sin." h' they were "dead 
indeed unto sin," they "were dead really unto sin." 

Coi. 3: 3, we have a similar expression, meaning the 
same thing. "For ye are dead and your life is hid with 
Christ in God." This did not mean natural or literal death, 
for they were alive in this sense. It did not mean dead 
in trespass and sins, for they were made alive from that state. 
It simply meant dead to, or separated from sin. The same is 
the case with the other passage, as the whole connection 
shows. 



UNIVERSAL SALVATION. 225 

Mr. Manford must have a very defective memory truly. 
He cannot now recollect that I have said any thing on Rom. 
5: 19/ If he should happen to read the debate after it 
is printed, he will find that I have already said much more 
on that verse, than he has replied to. Has he forgotten that 
he stated that he did not believe in imputed righteous- 
ness, and the difficulty that I had to get him to acknowledge 
that he believed this very passage 1 In my recapitulation, I 
will show you where he stands, on the 5th of Romans. 

The next thing 1 shall notice in the gentleman's last 
speech, is his mild and persuasive language, in accusing me 
of "wilful falsification!" He does not deny being angry now, 
but justifies himself by the words, "be angry, and sin not ;" 
but it is now clear that he does not believe this can be done, 
for he contends that all men sin in this life. But why is he* 
so enraged \ Simply because I cannot see how the expres- 
sion "That in the dispensation of the fullness of times, 
he might gather together all things in Christ," proves that all 
will be saved. But why be so excited at me about it ? I am 
willing to let it prove all that it will prove. But there 
are several difficulties I want removed before 1 start off 
arguing his doctrine from this passage. 1. I must be as- 
sured that "might gather together," means "shall gather 
together." 2. 1 must be satisfied that "gather together," 
means eternal salvation. 3. It must be proved to me 
that "all things in Christ," means all men, in and out 
of Christ. He has made several attempts to satisfy me 
on some of these points, and finding it impossible to do 
it, he now falls upon me, and accuses me with being "fool- 
hardy," &c. &e. But 1 cannot feel angry at him, for it 
is truly mortifying to make such a failure as he has in 
the presence of so many intelligent people, and thus 
mortify the few of his- friends who are present. In the 
midst of his fury on this point, he declares that I ^shall not 
go unwhipped of justice," and adds, "I believe in rewarding 
men according to their works." I must say again, that 
1 feel exceedingly comfortable under this mighty reward he 
is trying to inflict upon me, in his effort to take vengeance 
out of the hands of God. 

Mr. Manford has plunged his whole superstructure into 
ruin, in applying the passage quoted by him from Rev. 5: 13 

15 
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to the resurrection state. But he is either insensible of his con- 
dition or would affect to be so, from his remarks upon that pas- 
sage. Let me call your attention to it once more. Let the 
passage relate to what ever state it may, every one must see 
that the seven seals are introduced, chapter 5, vere l,and 
that no other subject is mentioned up to the close of the 6th 
chapter. Now put these seals in heaven or earth, in time or 
eternity, one thing is certain, and that is that they all belong 
to the same state. Let us then, follow the Revelator. Af- 
ter the introduction of the seals, verse 1, the inquiry is made, 
verse 2, "who is worthy to open the book, and loose the 
seals ? " We are informed that no man in heaven, nor in 
earth, neither under the earth, was able to open the book, 
neither to look thereon, verse 3. On account of this, John 
weeps, verse 4. One of the elders informed him that the 
Lion of the tribe of Judah, had prevailed to open the book 
and loose the seals, verse 5. The Lamb with the seven 
spirits of God is mentioned, verse 6. He took the book, 
verse 7. And when he had taken the book, the elders fall 
down and worship him, verse 8. They declare him worthy 
to open the book, and to loose the seals, verse 9. They ac- 
knowledge that he had made them kings and priests to God, 
verse 10. He now stands in readiness to open the seals, and 
John saw many angels round about the throne, verse 1 1 .— 
His worthiness to receive power, and riches, and wisdom, 
and strength, and honor, and glory, and blessing, verse 12. 
A general acknowledgment, and every creature which 
is in heaven, and on the earth, and such as are in the 
sea, were now heard ascribing, blessing, and honor, and 
glory, and power, unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and 
to the Lamb. This Mr. Manford admits is in the resurrec- 
tion state. All this goes before the opening of the seals. — 
He may say it means whatever he pleases, but the opening 
•f the seals follows immediately after all this. 

Sixth chapter, verse 1, he says, "And I saw when the 
Lamb opened one of the seals." This followed immediately 
after the general acknowledgment, two verses before. He 
proceeds right on with the opening of the seals, the closing 
of which presents one of the most horrific scenes ever de- 
scribed in human speech. I cannot describe it in any way, 
more forcibly than by quoting the language. "And the 
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heaven departed as a scroll when it is rolled together ; and 
every mountain and island were moved out of their places; 
and the kings of the earth, and the great men, and the rich 
men, and the chief captains, and the mighty men, and every 
bond man, and every free man, hid themselves in the dens, 
and in the rocks of the mountains; and said to the moun- 
tains and rocks, fall on us, and hide us from the face of 
him that sitteth upon the throne, and from the wrath of the 
Lamb ; for the great day of his wrath is come ; and who 
shall be able to stand." 

If they were in heaven just before when the universal con- 
fession of the honor and glory of the Lamb was made, they 
did not stay in it but a short time, for they now sing a very 
different song. But Mr. M. turns round, and says that it wa3 
in this world. Well, then, why did he apply it to the " far 
distant future ? " I am not to blame forit. I only take him 
at his own application. Just as certain as the verse quoted 
by him relates to the resurrection, the other matters just quo- 
ted follow after. Here, then he has refuted his own position, 
and given up the whole concern. 

The passage he refers to, is no more evidence of the sal- 
vation of all men, than the confession made under the gal- 
lows by a criminal, is that he will not be punished for his 
crimes. It is true, he speaks in praise of the judge of the 
Jaw, and of the government; but all this is no evidence that 
he will not be executed. In the same way, God will con- 
vince every criminal in the universe, of his justice, and of 
his goodness, as well as the glory and honor of Jesus Christ. 
The oath of the Almighty has gone forth, and he will not 
revoke it, that every tongue shall confess, and every knee 
shall bow ; but those prisoners who would not confess him 
before men, will only confess as criminals, and hastily seek 
a shelter from the face of the Lamb ; and him that sits upon 
the throne. 

1. Having now given due attention to all the items in 
my friend's closing speech, except what will come up natu- 
rally in my recapitulation, I shall proceed briefly to review 
the argument, and place it before you in its true light. Be- 
fore defining my position, I read our proposition, viz: "Do 
the scriptures teach the final holiness and happiness of all 
mankind ? " Mr. Manford affirms — I deny. In my first 
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speech I showed that no passage of scripture says that "all 
men shall be holy." Nor is there any passage which says 
that "all men shall be happy." Much less is there any pas- 
sage which says " all men shall be finally holy and happy." 
^ ct this is precisely what my friend has undertaken to prove. 
Well, it must be as clear as any proposition can be, that he 
never can sustain his proposition, unless he can find a pas- 
sage containing these terms or others of the same import.— 
This 1 predicted at the start he never would do. You have 
now heard him make his last effort to do it, and are prepared 
to judge how well he has succeeded. 

The first passage produced to sustain his proposition was 
Matt. 22 : 23-32, and its parallel, Luke 20. Upon examina- 
tion, it was found that the words " finally holy and happy," 
were not to be found in the passuge, nor any other words of 
the same import. The question, then arose, how the proof 
of his proposition could be in the passage when none of its 
leading terms or any others of the same import, were to he 
found in the proof text ! This enquiry was repeatedly made, 
but without ever gaining a satisfactory answer. 

It was also shown that Luke qualifies those in the resur- 
rection of whom he speaks, and restricts the language of 
the Savior, to " those that shall be accounted worthy." On 
the other hand, there was no evidence given to show that 
the words recorded by Matt, included any more than those 
recorded by Luke, seeing that there were only two records of 
the same words. In order to avoid this difficulty, the gen- 
tleman went into quite an elaborate argument to show that 
Matthew had a better opportunity to know what the precise 
words of the Savior were than Luke, thus implying a mis- 
take on the part of Luke. This 1 did not admit, for Luke 
declares that he " had a perfect understanding of all things 
from the very first," (Luke 1 : 3,) which will admit of no 
mistake on his part, especially when we consider that he was 
an inspired writer. Nor do I admit that there is any con- 
tradiction between these two divine writers. Yet it is a fact 
that Luke gives a fuller account in this instance than Mat- 
thew ; and in that additional account, he qualifies those of 
whom the Savior spoke.. in the resurrection, to be " they that 
shall be accounted worthy." If then my friend could show 
that " they that shall be counted worthy,", shall be holy and 
happy, it would be no new doctrine ! 
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Still further it was shown, that the Savior was simply re- 
plying to an objection of the Sadducees, in doing which he 
informed them, that their difficulty of the Woman who had 
lad seven husbands, would be obviated, for in the resurrec- 
ion they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are 
is the angels of God in heaven. Their objection was the 
point to which he spoke, and nothing else ; therefore his as- 
lertion that they shall be as the angels, can be extended no 
further, than that they shall be as the angels in this respect ; 
ihey shall not marry or give in marriage. 

The expression " all live unto him," is in the present 
tense, and consequently cannot mean that all shall be holy 
and happy. I do not at all deny the fact that " all live unto 
him " in some sense, but it does not mean eternal salvation, 
for all do not enjoy eternal salvation. 

I have further shown that his applying the words " that 
world' * to the resurrection, makes him admit that the Savior 
declares that he who shall sin against the Holy Spirit, shall 
not be forgiven in this world nor that which is to come, or 
the resurrection state. Upon the whole you see clearly that 
his proof-text is taken out of his hands, and some are to be 
counted worthy in the resurrection ; which implies that oth- 
ers will not be counted worthy. There is, then, no Uriiver- 
saliam in the passage. 

2. The second proof-text introduced by Mr. Manford, 
was Rom. 5 : 12, 19. Before he was done with this passage 
he presented so many contradictions, that it will puzzle any 
one in this assembly to tell what he was trying to do. He 
took the position that the "death" mentioned, verse 12, is 
moral death. I then showed that if the death was simply 
moral death, that the resurrection from it couid be nothing 
but a moral resurrection. This he admitted. A moral res- 
urrection being simply a conversion to Christianity, must be 
in this life, and consequently we know that it is not univer- 
sal. This cut him off from applying it to the future state-at 
all, and consequently cut off his whole argument from the 
passage. 

While on this passage he denied imputed righteousness, 
and consequently at on© blow set aside the whole argument 
upon the words, " by the righteousness of one the free gift 
came npon all." Yet he contended that we must be saved 
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through righteousness. I then showed, that if we must be 
saved through righteousness, and cannot be saved by the 
righteousness of Christ, it must be by our own righteousness; 
and that consequently wc must be righteous in this world or 
go into the world to come, in unrighteousness, and be saved 
through our own righteousness there. From this difficulty 
he never escaped. 

We then showed that in introducing this passage as a 
proof-text, the gentleman had applied it to the resurrection 
state, and that the salvation there spoken of is in the future 
world. If then the salvation spoken of in the passage can 
be shown to be conditional, it not only destroys his proof, but 
establishes the opposite doctrine. At the 8th verse the apos- 
tle says, " But God commendeth his love toward us, in that, 
while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us." Well, if 
Christ has done so much for us while we were yet sinners, 
will he do any thing more for us, if we are justified in this 
life ? He answers in the very next verse, " Much more then, 
being now justified by his blood, we shall be saved from 
wrath through him." Here present justification is made the' 
condition upon which we are to have future salvation from 
wrath through him. One justification is present and the 
other future, and the first gives the assurance of the second. 
But the apostle proceeds, verse K): " For if, when we were 
enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his son ; 
much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life." 
This " if," important as it is, my friend leaves out of his 
theory, and says nothing about what will be jhe results "if 
we are not reconciled." To these important points I have 
not been able to obtain any explanation from my opponent. 
It is true he did allow that the salvation from wrath through 
him. was to be saved from sickness ! ! This same "much 
more," which is made to depend on being "now justified," 
and " % being reconciled," is for them "which receive the 
abundance of grace and the gift of righteousness." And, as 
the gentleman does not believe in imputed righteousness, it 
must be our own righteousness. Thus the passage was taken 
from him, and shown to give no evidence of his peculiar 
dogma. 

3. Mr. Manford's third proof- text was Rom. 8 : 18,23. 
His whole effort here was^on the assumption which he not 
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only failed to prove, . but which 1 proved positively to be a 
mistake. That assumption is this : that the word "creature" 
which occurs several times in this passage, means all man- , 
kind. This position I denied, and showed to be incorrect ; 
first, by referring to many places where the same word oc- 
curred in both Greek and English. . He admitted that it did 
not always mean all mankind, but still insisted that it had 
that meaning in the passage in question. By referring to 
the 19th verse, it was shown that it is asserted that "the ear- 
nest expectation of the creature waiteth for the manifestation 
of the sons of God." It cannot be that "creature" here and 
the "sons of God" are the same ; for then it would be that 
" the creature waiteth for the manifestation of itself." We 
have then the creature and the sons of God ; therefore crea- 
ture does not include all mankind. At verse 21 we are told 
that "the creature also itself shall be delivered from the bond- 
age of corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of 
God." Here we have the same distinction between creature 
and the children of God. The children of God are a part 
of mankind, but no part of the creature ; for the creature was 
not to be delivered into the glorious liberty of itself. This 
would be nonsense. Verse 22, we are informed that "the 
whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together until 
now : and not only they, bat ourselves also." Here we 
have the "creation," and not only they— the creature— but 
" ourselves also." Whoever is called "ourselves" here, 
were separate from the creature. This is as clear as it can 
be. We have then, in this passage, three distinctions made 
between the creature and persons who certainly form some 
part of mankind. We have 1. The creature and the sons of 
God. 2. The creature and the children of God. 3. The 
creature, and not only they, but we ourselves also. If this 
does not prove that creature here does not mean all mankind, 
I know not how any proposition may be proved. 

But the gentleman has put great stress on the words "the 
yrhole creation," and denied that I could show where the 
same expression was used in the whole Bible, where it did 
not include all mankind. In my last speech I referred him 
to Mark 16 : 15, where the same words occur in Greek, and 
are translated in the same words in some English translations. 
" Go into all the world and preach the gospel to every crea* 
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lure." But who does not know that this does not include all 
mankind 1 Ho did not command them to preach the gospel 
to the dead, to idiots, or infants. " Every creature/' or 
" whole- creation," then, does not mean all mankind here. 
The main point Mr. M. has pressed, is that I should tell him 
what the word creature, does mean. This I have not seen 
proper to do, although I am well enough satisfied about it. 
The reason I have not done it, was because it would only 
open the way for Mr. Man ford to lead off from the point at 
issue, in assailing a view of mine which does not relate to 
the question. The only thing we are concerned in while in 
this argument, is whether it means all mankind. 1 have 
shown that it cannot have that meaning, and that is all that 
is incumbent upon me. I have done this too so incontrovert- 
ibly, that the gentleman has not attempted to examine one of 
my positions, from the first to the last. He has asserted in 
his wholesale way, again and again, that "creation," in this 
passage means all mankind, but what has he done towards 
proving it ? Or what has he done towards meeting my ob- 
jections ? 

But what was fatal to his theory was, that I clearly show- 
ed that the 17th verse makes glorification together with Jesus, 
in the coming world, conditional. Beginning at verse 16, 
the apostle says, " the spirit itself beareth witness with our 
spirit, that we are the children of God : and if children, then 
heirs ; heirs of God, and joint heirs with Christ: if so be that 
we suffer with him, that we may be glorified together." — 
Here then; from his own proof-text, he is stranded, and eter- 
nal salvation is shown to be conditional. He has left his 
brethren to work their way out of this difficulty the best way 
they could. He has maintained profound silence. That 
was the best policy ! 

4. His fourth proof-text was 1 Cor. 15. As I have al- 
ready reviewed the argument on this passage, in the present 
speech, it will be unnecessary for me to repeat the review 
here in its regular order. I will simply observe, that in ad- 
dition to the review I have already made on this point, I 
have referred to parallel passages, and shown that at the res- 
urrection some would come forth to a resurrection of damna- 
tion, that persons are to be recompensed at the resurrection 
of the just, and, as Rev. 20th, be judged at the resurrection. 
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To all these arguments, bearing so directly on the point, the 
reply has been exceedingly faint. Indeed, it could not be 
otherwise. It is impossible to make something out of noth- 
ing. 

5. Eph. 1 : 10, was the fifth passage relied on by my friend, 
Mr. Man ford. But these points should be established, before 
it will be in point. 1 . It must be shown that the words "might . 
gather together" mean "shall gather together." 2. It must 
be established that "gathered together" means saved. 3. It 
must be proved that "all things in Christ," means all things 
in the universe, or all things out of Christ, as well as all 
things in him. But on each of these important points he 
gives us nothing but assertion. How then does the passage 
prove his position ? It does not prove it at all. 

6. Some three passages were quoted to prove that Christ 
will draw all men unto him, but the words, "draw all men 
unio me," and the other similar passages quoted, are not ex- 
actly synonimous with "holy and happy." None of those 
passages say any thing about "finally holy and happy." Nor 
do they mean any such thing, and are therefore not to the 
point. * 

7. Finally, the passage found in Rev. 5: 13, is brought 
into the service. But in quoting this passage, which describes 
what John saw after the Lamb had taken the book into his 
hands to open the seals, and before the opening of the seals, 
and applying it to the resurrection state, he cannot avoid 
granting that the opening of the seals is after what is de- 
scribed in verse \3. In this, then, he has virtually admitted 
that the dreadful calamity, at the opening of the sixth seal, 
will be in the resurrection state. Thus ended his triumphant 
proof of the finally holy and happy condition of all mankind 
in the future state. 

In addition to following him through, and taking from him 
every proof- text he has adduced, I have presented several 
counter proof-texts. The first of these is the "sin against 
the Holy Spirit." I believe he has done nothing on this pas- 
sage except to endorse a few words from Dr. A. Clarke. His 
quotation represents Clarke as saying "this world and that 
which is to come," means the Jewish age and the Christian 
age. Well, suppose I take him at his word ; what then 1 — 
Why, then the Savior says, "he who shall sin against the 
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Holy Spirit shall neither be forgiven in the Jewish age nor 
the Christian age." If, then, a man was not forgiven in the 
Jewish age, and is not forgiven in the Christian age, where 
will he be forgiven ? But Mark has not so much as left him 
room for that little quibble. It is there said, "hath never for- 
giveness, but is in danger of eternal damnation." How did 
he avoid the force of this language? Why some one says 
that the passage is wanting in some ancient copy. That is 
exactly the way I would try to get over it, if 1 were deter- 
mined to preach Universalism right or wrong. I would come 
right up to the point at once, and deny the truth or the divine 
authority of all such passages. By this attempt he has vir- 
tually admitted that this passage disproves his position. 

I told you in the outset that he would explain the soul to 
be the life, before we were through. This he has now done, 
and thus represents the Redeemer as saying what shall it 
profit a man to gain the whole world and lose his life ? The 
soul, then, is nothing but the breath, as destructionlsts would 
say. But if the soul is the breath, or life, what means the 
other passages : "fear him who, after the body is killed, has 
power to destroy both soul and body in hell." Is this soul, 
that can be destroyed in hell after the body is killed, the life? 
If it is, that life may be punished in hell after the death of 
the body. 

But the gentleman allows that this passage simply asserts 
that God has power to destroy the soul and body in hell, after 
the body is killed. He admits, then, that there is a hell in 
which the soul and body may be destr6yed after death. — 
Very well ; we will put that down. But did Jesus teach us 
to fear where there was no danger ? If there is not the least 
danger of the soul and body being destroyed in hell after 
death, why fear Gopl on Jtcco,unt of his having the power to 
destroy? Here lies the difficulty. One passage asserts that 
certain characters sliall never be forgiven, but are in danger 
of eternal damnation ; another teaches that & man may lose 
his soul ; and yet another teaches us to fear Him who, after 
the body is killed, has power to destroy the soul and the body 
in gehenna. 

I maintain that a man cannot be in danger 'of "eternal 
damnation," unless there is such a thing to be in danger of; 
and I maintain that a man cannot be in danger of losing 
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his soul unless there is such a thing ; and the soul and body 
will not be destroyed in gehenna, after death, unless there is 
such a place and such a thing. A man may, then, suffer that 
eternal damnation, which the words of Jesus imply — 
that he hath never forgiveness; and the, soul may be lost, 
both soul and body being destroyed in hell, after the death of 
the body. 

I declare to you, my hearers and neighbors, after applying 
my mind to the study of the Scriptures for many years, and 
now reflecting upon them in the most solemn manner, that 
should I, at death, go into eternity convinced that I was the 
very person to whom such language applied, I would have 
no more hope of escaping the fierceness and wrath of Al- 
mighty God, than T would have, should our circuit judge law- 
fully pronounce the sentence upon me that I should hang 
till I was dead, dead, of escaping that sentence. Indeed, I 
should not have so much hope, for some do escape such sen- 
tences as that just mentioned ; but from the all-seeing eye of 
God's irrevocable justice there is no escape. No deceit or 
hypocrisy will escape ; no cunning and crafty being will be 
able to avoid justice. 

You have now heard us patiently through on two proposi- 
tions. The only decision you are -called upon to make, is 
simply to decide for yourselves in such a way as you will 
not have reason to repent of, when you come to die, and at 
the judgment-seat of Christ. Remember that the infallible 
word of God promises that if you do his commandments, are 
faithful unto death, you shall enter by the gates into the city, 
and have a right to the tree of life, and go out no more for- 
ever and ever. Is the ingratitude of your heart such as not 
to be willing to enjoy happiness forever, simply because God 
requires you to obey him '? Then must you be punished. — 
Even the mightiest spirit that burns before the eternal throne, 
has to move in perfect subordination to the will of God. — 
Even Jftsus, the express image of the invisible God, in whom 
all the fulness of the God-head dwells bodily, became a little 
lower than the angels, became obedient unto death, and 
learned obedience in the things which he suffered ; and be- 
came the author of eternal salvation to all them that obey 
him. Will you take his example, and learn of him who is 
meek and lowly,. and find rest to your soul"*? Will you re- 
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member that this is the love of God that you keep his com* 
mandments? If you will, the veracity of his word is pledged 
that you shall be saved. On the other hand, if you feel a 
spirit of i reconciliation to God, and join in \icious language 
relative to the very, words of Scripture, such as "infernal 
doctrine of tormenting and burning," as you have heard on 
the present occasion, you may expect to "be subdued by the 
"fiery indignation which shall devour the adversaries."— 
"Vengeance is mine, I will repay, saith the Lord." And 
again, "The Lord shall judge his people." Yes, and he 
will punish the rebellious with that "sorer punishment than 
death without mercy," which Mr. Manford has failed to point 
out in this life, and which no man can find short of destroy- 
ing the soul and body in ge henna, after death. 

if I have in any thing trespassed in referring to any point 
which I ought not in my closing speech, I am perfectly wil- 
ling that Mr. Manford shall bring it up on to-morrow. 

[ Time expired.] 

* 




PROPOSITION III. 



DO THE SCRIFTUEES TEACH THAT THOSE WHO DIE IN DISO- 
BEDIENCE TO THE GOSPEL, WILL SUFFER ENDLESS PUNISH- 
MENT ? 

MR. FRANKLIN'S FIRST SPEECH. 

Respected Audience : 

The subject we are to discuss to-day is one of fearful mag- 
nitude, and I hope, as has been the case with the proposi- 
tions already discussed, we shall have your most profound 
attention. My opponent will certainly admit, if I am right 
in the position I am now about to defend, that all men should 
know it. You are simply requested, then, to lay aside all pre- 
possessions toouching the matter in debate, and let us hear 
honestly what the Lord our God has said, touching this 
great question. We are not here to teach the bible, or rather 
the Author of the bible, what he ought to teach, or what is 
befitting his character ;^eut we are here to hear what he does 
teach, and bow submissively to his authority. Without de- 
taining you, I will proceed at once to read our proposition. It 
reads as follows : 

Do the Scriptures tench that those who die injdlsobeuience 
to the gospel, will suffer endless punishment! 1 affirm, my 
friend denies,. 

Although we have a new proposition, placing me in the 
affirmative, we have no new subject. Our object in having 
different propositions is simply to elicit argument on all the 
different points of dispute between us. It is the object of 
my friend to prove that all the wicked will be saved, and it is 
my object to disprove it. The object of giving me the affir- 
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mative, if I understand it, is that I may lead in the argu- 
ment and introduce all the arguments, I shall be able to 
introduce, in the short time allotted to us. In order to do 
this, I shall argue three propositions, each of which bears 
directly upon the point before us. 1. I shall labor to show 
that those who die in disobedience to the gospel will not be 
saved. 2. I shall endeavor to show that they will be pun- 
ished after death. 3. I shall strive to show that this punish- 
ment will be endless. 

Although I expect to establish each of these positions be- 
yond a reasonable doubt, I will observe, that should I simply 
establish any one of them, it ruins the doctrine of my friend, 
and no argument from any other quarter can save it. With- 
out further ceremony, 1 shall proceed to the subject in hand. 

1 . The first passage to which your attention is invited is 
Matt. 7: 13, 14. "Enter ye in at the strait gate: for wide is 
the gate, and broad is the way that leadeth to destruction, 
and many there be which go in thereat : because strait is 
the gate, and narrow is the way which leadeth unto life, and 
few there be that find it." In connection with this I will read 
its parallel, Luke 13: 23-29. "Then said one unto him, 
Lord, ate there few that be saved? And he said unto them, 
strive to enter in at the straight gate ; for many, I say unto 
you, will seek to enter in, and shall not be able. When once 
the master of the house is risen up and hath shut to the door, 
and ye begin to stand without and to knock at the door, say- 
ing, Lord, Lord, open unto us : and he shall answer and say 
unto you, I know you not whence ye are ; then shall ye be- 
gin to say, We have eaten and drunk in thy presence, and 
thou hast taught in our streets. But he shall say, I tell you, 
I know you not whence ye. are : depart from me all ye work- 
ers of iniquity. There shall be weeping and gnashing of 
teeth, when ye shall see Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and 
all the prophets, in the kingdom of God, and you yourselves 
thrust out. And they shall come from the east, and from the 
west, and from the north, and from the south, and shall sit 
down in the kingdom of God." 

It appears from these passages that some, like our Univer- 
salian friends, enquired, "Lord, are there few that be saved ?" 
To this the Savior responded affirmatively, and solemnly 
charged them to "strive to enter in at the strait gate. 9 In the 



ENDLESS PUNISHMENT. 239 

place of impressing this upon your minds, my opponent con- 
tends that all will enter in, whether they strive or not. But why 
are they charged to strive to enter in? The Lord answers : 
"When once the master of the house is risen up and hath 
shut to the door, and ye begin to stand without, and to knock 
at the door, saying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and he shall 
answer and say unto you, I know you not whence ye are." — 
But, as if this were not sufficient to forever blast all hope of 
entering, he commands them to strive to enter in at the strait 
gate , "for many, I say unto you, will seek to enter in and 
shall not be able." 

The gentleman cannot find the kingdom on this earth where 
the master has risen up and shut to the door, and persons 
stand without seeking to enter in and are not able. The door 
has never been shut since the Lord had a kingdom on the 
earth, and the master has never rejected any who seek to en- 
ter in, or commanded any such to depart as workers of ini- 
quity. But his language now is, " he that seeketh, findeth, 
and he that knocketh it shall he opened unto him." But, 
when once the master of the house has risen up and shut to 
the door, 4 and those who did not strive to enter in at the strait 
gate-, while he said, "whosoever will, let him come," will stand 
without the door and knock, saying, Lord, Lord, open unto 
us, and will not be able to enter in. Not only so, but they 
shall be thrust out, with the terrible sentence from the lips 
of Jesus, " Depart, ye workers of iniquity. " He also 
adds, "and you shad see Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and 
all the prophets, in the kingdom of God, and yourselves 
thrust out." Will he point us to the time and the place when 
and where all this has taken place, or is to take place, this 
side df the resurrection of the dead? I think not. If he 
does not, his cause is gone. No argument from any other 
part of the word of God can save it. 

2. My second argument is drawn from several scriptures, 
which I shall- now proceed to introduce, Matt 6: 19, the 
Lord says, "Lay not iu> for yourselves treasures upon the 
earth, where mo4h and rust doth corrupt and where thieves 
break through and steal : but lay up for yourselves treasures 
in heaven, where neither moth "nor rust doth corrupt, and 
where thieves do not breakthrough and steal." Heaven and 
earth are here contrasted. Earth's treasures may be moth- 
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eaten, corrupted, and stolen ; but the treasures of heaven are 
not liable to these evils. The treasure which cannot be 
moth-eaten, corrupted, or stolen, is the treasure we are com- 
manded to lay up in heaven. But my friend is here to-day 
to prove that all will have treasure in heaven, whether they 
lay it up or not. This 1 deny ; and contend that, in order to 
secure lasting treasures in heaven we are to lay them up 
there. 

The same doctrine is taught in the following : " Charge 
them that are rich in this world thaUthey be not high-minded, 
nor trust in uncertain riches, but in the living God, who giv- 
eth us richly all things to enjoy ; that they do good, that they 
be rich in good works, ready to distribute, willing to commu- 
nicate; laying up in store for themselves a good foundation 
against the time to come, that they may lay hold of eternal 
life." 1 Tim. 6: 17-19. 

This passage is very definite. The apostle specifies some 
of the things to be done, and points out the object to be 
gained by it. That the good works of which he speaks, 
were to be done in this life, is as clear as language can make 
it ; and in the place of teaching that the good man's reward 
is received as he goes along, as my friend teaches, he urges 
the necessity of doing these good works, to secure a good 
foundation against the time to come, that they may lay hold 
on eternal lite. The eiernal life, of which he here speaks, 
cannot bs any thing enjoyed in this world, for the persons 
concerning whom, the directions were given, were christians, 
and as such were already in the enjoyment, of all the 
life and -blessings of this world, that could be secured by 
being in Christ; and as such are commanded to do good 
works, thus laying up in store for themselves a good founda- 
tion, against the time to come, that they may lay hold 
on eternal life. How strange it is, in view of \his plain 
passage, that my friend should contend, that all men will 
have a good foundation against the time to come, and eternal 
life, whether they do what is here enjoined or not. 

Another passage of scripture bearing on this same point, 
reads as follows : "If ye then be risen with Christ, seek 
those things which are above, where Christ sitteth on the 
right hand of God."— -Col. 3: 1. Now, the apostle is here 
speaking to his brethren in Christ, and consequently in 



ENDLESS PtNISHMENT. 241 

the enjoyment of all the blessings pertaining to christians in 
this life. These persons, he commands to "seek those 
things which are above." But as if this were not suffi- 
ciently definite, he specifies where the things are, by saying 
"where Christ sitteth on' the right hand of God." Did 
the appostle command them to seek for those things, know- 
ing that they could be had without seeking as well as with 1 

Again, the same apostle says. "To them who, by patient 
continuance in well doing, seek for glory and honor and im- 
mortality, eternal life." — Rom. £: 7. It is the business 
of my friend, on this occasion, to show that those also 
who do not seek for glory and honor and immortality, 
shall have eternal life. But here glory and honor and 
immortality are to be sought, in order to obtain eternal 
life. "To them who by patient continuance in welldoing, 
seek for glory and honor and immortality, eternal life." 

Once more, "He that overcometh shall be clothed "fai 
white raiment; and I. will not blot his name out of the book 
of life, but will confess his name before my Father, and 
before his angels." — Rev. 3: 5. "To him that overcometh, 
will I grant to sit with me in my throne, even as I also over- 
came, and am set down with my Father, in His throne.*' — 
Rev. 3: 21. Now, think of the converse of the language" 
just read. It would read thus: "He that does not over- 
come, shall not be clothed in white raiment, and his name 
shall be blotted out of the book of life, and I will not confess 
his name before my Father, and before his angels, and 
he shall not sit down with me in my throne, as I have* 
sat down in my Father's throne." But Universalism teaches 
that all shall be clothed in white raiment, and not have their 
names blotted out of the book of life, but be confessed before 
the Father and his angels, and sit down with Jesus in 
his throne, as he has sat down in his Father's throne, 
whether they overcome in this life or not. 

"The Lord says, "He that belie^eth not the Son, shall not 
see life ; but the wath of God abideth on him." — John 
3: 36. This passage being true, my first position is sus- 
tained beyond the possibility of a reasonable doubt. By 
refusing to believe the Son of God, it is here positively 
asserted, that "he shall not see life; but the wrath of 
God abideth on him." 

16 
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I ahull now call your attention to the epistle to the Hebs.: 
44 For if the word spoken by angels was stedfast, and every 
transgression and disobedience received a just recompense 
of reward, how shall we escape-, if we neglect so great sal- 
vation ; which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord, 
and was confirmed unto us by them that heard him." — Heb. 
2: 2, 3. 1 quote this passage simply to show you that 
the Lord will certainly execute his punishment, whatever it 
may be, and that there is no escape for him who shall die in 
disobedience. 

Speaking of the Israelites and their falling in the wilder- 
ness, the Lord says, "I swear, in my wrath, they shall 
ji&t enter into my rest." — Heb. 3: 11. The gentleman 
is much in the habit of speaking of the oath of God 
to Abraham, and I hope he wili give due attention to this oath. 
And what was it called forth this dreadful path f This is ex- 
plained in the verse .preceding the one just quoted. The 
Lord says, "Wherefore, 1 was grieved with that generation, 
and said, they do always err in their heart ; and tftey have 
not known my ways; $o I swear in my wrath, they shall noi 
enter into my rest." / The apostle then exhorts the brethren 
to take heed, lest there be "in any of you an evil heart of un- 
belief, in departing from the living God." "For," say9 
he, "we are made partakers with Christ, if we hold the 
beginning of our confidence stedfast unto the end." He con- 
tinues in another verse : "So we see that they could not enter 
in because of unbelief. Let us, therefore fear, lest a prom- 
ise being left us of entering into his rest, any of you should 
seem to come short of it." From this it is clear, that 
we must give heed to our conduct, or fail to enter into 
the rest remaining for the^ people of God. If any man 
comes short of entering into that rest, can he be saved? 
Yet the gentleman will contend that all will enter in, whether 
they "fear" or not.* 

Still further on this pnint, let me read : "For it is impos- 
sible for those who were once enlightened, and have tasted of 
the heavenly gift, and were made partakers of the Holy 
GliOst, and have tasted the good word of God, and the pow- 
ers of the world to come, if they shall fall away, to renew 
them again unto repentance; seeing they crucify to them- 
selves,' the Son of God afresh, and put him to an open 
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shame." — Heb. 6: 4, 6. On this very clear and explicit 
statement of the holy apostle, he proceeds to comment as 
follows: "For the earth which drinketh in the rain that 
cometh oft upon it, and bringeth forth herbs meet for 
them by whom ir is dressed, and receiveth blessings* from 
God : but that which beareth thorns and briers is rejected ; 
whose end is to be burned." — Heb. 6 : 7, 8. This passage 
needs but little comment. It shows that a man may get into 
such a condition, that it will he impossible to renew him unto 
repentance, and be as the thorns and briers, whose end is to be 
burned. It will certainly take strong argument to show that 
a man will be saved, whom it is " impossible to renew again 
unto repentance," and " whose end is to be burned." You 
can not find the end of a man, short of his last state, and if 
that is to be burned, how* can he be saved ? 

But I must quote the Apostle still further,' especially as our 
Universalian friends think he was a Universalist. He says, 
** If we sin wilfully after that we have received the knowledge 
of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins, but a 
certain fearful looking for of judgment, and firey indignation 
which shall devour the adversaries." Heb. 10 : 36,27. The 
Apostle here again gives us his own comment. He says, 
** He that despised Moses' law died without mercy under two 
or three witnesses : of how much sorer, punishment, suppose 
ye, shall he be thought worthy, who hath trodden under foot 
the Son of God, and hath counted the blood of the covenant, 
wherewith he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done 
despite unto the Spirit of grace ? For we know Him that hath 
said, Vengeance belongeth unto me, I will recompence saith 
ttye Lord. And again, The Lord shall judge his people. It 
is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God." 
From this passage you will see, that a man may get into such * 
a condition, by wilful sin, after he comes to the knowledge of 
the truth, that there remains no more sacrifice for his sins. — 
Unless then he can be saved without the sacrifice of Christ, he 
cannot be saved. Not only so, but he is to be punished with a 
sorer punishment than death without mercy. This cannot be 
found in this life. Death without mercy is the sorest punish- 
ment any man can suffer in this life. Yet the punishment of 
which the Apostle speaks is sorer than death without mercy. 

In the 38th verse of the same chapter, be says, " Now the 
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just shall live by faith : but if any man draw back, my soul 
•hall have no pleasure in him . " Can a man be saved in whom 
God will have no pleasure ? But he continues : " Follow 
peace with all men, and holiness, without which no man shall 
see the Lord : looking diligently lest any man fail of the grace 
of God ; lest any root of bitterness springing up trouble you, 
and thereby many be defiled ; lest there may be any fornicator, 
or profane person, as Eaau, who for one morsel of meat sold 
his birth-right. For ye know- how that afterward when he 
would have inherited the blessing, he was rejected : for be 
found no place for repentance, though he sought it carefully 
with tears." Heb. 12: 14-17. From tins passage we learn 
that a man may get into such a condition as to be denied the 
privilege of seeing the Lord, and fail of the grace of God, and 
find no place for repentance, though he should seek it with tears. I 
Can such an one possibly be saved ? 

Jude gives us thefollowing graphic description of certa in -<t 
characters : " These are spots in your feasts of charity, when k 
they feast with you, feeding themselves without fear : clouds 
they are without water, carried about of winds ;• trees whose 
fruit withers, without fruit, twice dead, plucked up by the 
roots ; raging waves of the sea, foaming out their own shame; 
wandering stars, to whom is reserved the blacknegs of dark- 
ness forever." Juda 12, 13. Who ever knew a tree twice 
dead, and plucked up by the roots, that ever lived again.— 
How can a man be happy for whom the blackness of darkness 
is reserved forever? 

But let us hear the divine spirit of prophecy, at the close oft 
the holy book. "If any man shall add unto these things, God 
shall add unto, him the plagues that are written in this book : 
and if any man shall take away from the words of the book of 
this prophecy, God skall take away his part out of the book 
of life, and out of the holy city, and from the things which are 
written in this book." Rev. 22 : 18, 19. Now is it possible 
for any man to be saved, after the plagues spoken of in this 
book are added to him, and his part is taken out of the book 
of life, and the things written therein, and out ofthe holy city? 
Surely not. 

Now I ask, in the name of all reason, and in view of die 
candor and faithfulness, as well as the inflexibility of the Al- 
mighty, U itfouiilefor any man to be saved, who has refus- 
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ftd to ** lay up treusures in heaven" — refused to " seek thwe 
things which are above, where Christ sitteth on the right hand 
of God" — would not " follow peace and holiness, without 
which no man shall see the Lord" — utterly failed to "lay up 
a good foundation againstthe time to come, that he may lay 
hold on eternal life" — positively refused to "fear lest a prom- 
ise being left us of entering into his rest, any of you should 
seem to come short of it" — who would not "strive to overcome, 
as Jesus overcame, and thus sit down with his Father in his 
throne" — the man whom it "is impossible tb renew again un- 
to repentance," and who has "failed of the grace of God" — 
"whose end is destruction" — for whom " there is no more 
sacrifice for sin" — a man in whom "God will have no pleas- 
ure" — a "raging wave of the sea, foaming out his own shame" 
- — a "tree twice dead, arid plucked up by the roots, for whom 
is reserved the blackness of darkness forever" — for whom 
nothing remains but "a certain fearful looking for of judgment, 
and firey indignation which shall devour the adversaries" — 
whose part is taken out of the book of life, and out of the holy 
city, and the things written in the book" — who shall suffer a 
"sorer punishment than death without mercy," for whom there 
is "no repentance" though sought with tears, and who shall 
stand without and knoGk at the door,' after the master shall 
have risen up and shut it to, and cry, *' Lord, Lord, open 
unto us," ana to whom the Lord will say, " Depart ye work- 
ers of iniquity, I never knew you," and who shall be "thrust 
out into outer darkness," — I say, is it possible such an one 
ever can be saved ? If so, then human speech is incapable 
of expressing any thing but salvation, for such language is 
just as far from salvation as it can be. Truly is it "a fearful 
thing to fall into the hands of the living God!" 

I hope my friend will give us his best solution of these mat- 
ters, that I may have a fair opportunity to refute his best ar- 
guments. [Time expired.] 



I 
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MR. MASFORD'fc FIRST REPLY. 



Respected Hearers: 

I certainly agree with Mr. Franklin, that if his proposition 
be true all should know it. There should not be the 
least room left whereon to found a doubt. But so far is this 
from being the case, that thousands and tens of thousands of 
candid and prayerful readers of the Bible, do not believe that 
it teaches any such doctrine. Many orthodox Divines have 
admitted that the doctrine of after death punishment was not 
revealed for nearly 4000 years ! The different notions that 
are entertained with regard to the dogma of ceaseless tor- 
ture, would lead us to doubt in this matter. One eminent 
Divine tells that the place of this punishment is in one of 
the comets; another that it is in the bowels of the earth; 
another that it is in the sun ; and some cry out one thing and 
some another ! The different opinions held with reference 
to the mode of this torture, form a conglomerated and hete- 
rogeneous mass of contradictions and absurdities. The very 
passages which my friend thinks so plainly teaches his doc- 
trine, are not so understood by the best orthodox commenta- 
tors that have ever written ! ! 

Mr. Franklin says that we have not come here to teach 
the author of the Bible, on what is "befiting his character." 
He wishes, you will observe, to avoid saying that the doc- 
trine of remediless and ceaseless torture is consistent with 
the character of a God of infinite compassion and undying 
love. Aye, he knows that it is not. He knows that to affirm 
it, would shock the feelings and common sense of all his 
hearers. What! is it "befiting the character" of a God, 
whose " tender mercies are over all his works," to torture 
his own offspring thoughout the never ending ages of eterni- 
ty ? No, my friend will not say this. But nevertheless he 
seems determined, by a perverted use of the scriptures, to 
support his horrid theory, even though the character of God 
should suffer by it ! ! 

His first proof-text is Matt. 7: 13, 14, and its parallel, 
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.Luke 13 : 23-29. I am astonished that he should suppose 
this passage relates to the eternal world. One remark of 
our Savior proves that Mr. F. misunderstands the passage. — 
" There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth, when ye 
(the wicked Jews he was addressing) shall see Abraham, 
and Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets, in the kingdom 
of God, and ye yourselves thrust out." The Jews our 
Lord was addressing either were or would be in the king- 
dom, and would be thrust out of it, and consequently if this 
kingdom is in the future state; if it is in h'eaven, those Jews 
would go to heaven, remain there awhile and then be cast 
out I We are charged with believing that men go to heaven 
in their sins, which we deny; but if Mr. F.'S views of this 
passage are correct, he must admit that the ungodly Jews, 
tho persecutors and murderers of the Son of God, were to 
enter that world of purity and bliss, and after remaining there 
awhile were to be cast out! I defy him to avoid this con- 
clusion if the kingdom spoken of there is heaven. It must 
be evident to every bible reader, that the kingdom here spo- 
ken of was established on the earth. Jesus tells where this 
is in plain terms. " The kingdom of God cometh not with 
observation. Neither shall he say, Lo, here ! or Lo, there! 
for, behold the kingdom of God is within you" or more 
properly rendered, is about you. But I need not multiply 
passages on this subject, for every one who has looked into 
the Bible, well knows, that the kingdom of heaven was estab- 
lished in the earth. The New Testament is full of proof 
of this fact. The Jews were once in the kingdom, hence 
ihey were called the chosen, the elect, the saved, a holy 
people, the Servants of God, a kingdgm of priests, the house 
of God ; but they fell from their high estate, became cor- 
rupt, and were cast out of this kingdom. Jesus when he 
was on earth told them that " the kingdom should be taken 
from them and given to the Gentiles " and this was done in 
a few years after. They were to be cast out into outer dark- 
ness. Observe, the outer darkness was in the same world 
the kingdom was, and consequently that was on earth too. — 
The Jews were children of light, but they were to be chil- 
dren of darkness. Darkness is here put as a metaphor for 
ignorance and unbelief, and has not respect to a place of 
sin and misery in the future world. Who hath delivered 
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us from the powet of darkness." Col. 1 : 13. "Bring them 
that set in darkness out of the prison house." Isa. 42 : 7. 
"♦The people that sat in darkness have seen a great light; 
they that dwell in the land of the shadow of death, on them 
hath the light shined." Isa. 9: 2. " I will make darkness 
light before them." Isa. 43: 16 Besides it is said, " He 
sitteth an end to darkness." Job 28: 3. And yet Mr. F. 
thinks it will never end ! The Jews ever since they were 
thrust out of the kingdom have been in darness — in sin and 
unbelief. The door of the kingdom has been shut against 
them. As Paul says, "God has concluded them all in un- 
belief." Rom. 11: 32. It is the decree of the Almighty 
that they shall remain in unbelief " until the fulness of the 
Gentiles be come in." Verse 25. 

What 'is the strait gate? From the preceding verse 
we learn : "Therefore, all things whatever ye would that 
men do to you, do ye even to them ; for this is the law and 
the prophets." Says Dr. Clark, "the words in the original 
are very emphatic : enter in (to the kingdom of God,) 
through this strait gate, i. e. of doing to every one as 
you would he should do to you ; for this seems to 
be the strait gate which our Lord alludes to." This is 
the way to the kingdom and to life. "Whoso findeth me, 
findeth life.," — Prov. 8: 35. "In the way of righteousness 
is life." — 12: 28. It is true that but few enter this strait gate 
into "the kingdom of God, righteousness, joy and peace 
in the Holy Ghost," and enjoy its life and glory ; and if the 
passage refers to the future state, but few will be saved, and 
mapy he damned; heaven will be nearly empty, while hell 
will be crowded ; Christ will receive but a small portion 
of mankind, while the devil will get nearly all . This fol- 
lows, if the passage relates to the eternal world — if the 
kingdom is heaven, and the outer darkness is hell. Mr. 
Franklin, will you tell us if you believe the few will be 
saved in eternity, and the many be damned endlessly ? 

With regard to Matt. 6: 19,1 believe we should lay up treas- 
ure in heaven, and I have not, as he says, "come hero 
to prove that all will have the treasure spoken of there, 
whether they lay them up or not. He had better keep on 
the side of truth. Mr. F. must have a keen eye, to find the 
doctrine of endless damnation in 1 Tim, 6: 17, 19. Paul 
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told Timothy to charge his hearers "to lay up in store 
for themselves, a good foundation against the time to come, 
that they may lay hold on eternal life." I do not see how 
this .can be made to refer to the eternal world. Can we not 
lay in store blessings for time to come, and enjoy them in this 
world ? But says my friend, "the eternal life cannot be any 
thing enjoyed in this world, for the persons concerning 
whom the directions were-givtn, were christians, and conse- 
quently were then in the enjoyment of all the life and bless- 
ings, that the gospel affords, in this world." Not quite so fast. 
I supposed Timothy, like modern preachers, now and then 
preached to sinners, those who had not laid in store for time to 
come, those who were not enjoying all the life and blessings of 
the gospel. No doubt the life spoken of in the passage, is the 
life of faith -in the Son of God. Jesus says, "He that 
believeth on me, hath everlasting life." It is " strange," my 
friend should falsely charge me with contending "that all will 
have the good foundation and eternal life" spoken of there, 
"whether they do what is here enjoined or not:" I again 
express a hope that hereafter, h« will have a little more regard 
for truth.' Paul, in Col. 3: 1, tells his brethren to seek 
the things above, meaning the christian graces ; and I would 
say the same to saint and sinner. Who is in possession of all 
the riches of Christ ? The most spiritual should continue to 
seek for the treasures of heaven, should "grow in grace," 
should work out their salvation, for when they discontinue 
working, they cease to enjoy the salvation. But, says Mr. F. 
the apostle and his brethren in Christ, were in the enjoyment 
of all the blessings pertaining to the christian in this life! 
That is a new item in religion. Why then did Peter require 
his brethren to grow in grace and in the knowledge of our 
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ." — 2 Peter 3:18. It is said 
that Christ, "was full of grace and truth," but 1 apprehend that 
the best of us have but a small portion of that grace 
and truth. 

I shall pass Rom. 2: 7, with this question, and will thank 
him to answer it : Can immortality beyond the grave be ob- 
tained by seeking it 1 9 

I believe that he only, who "overcometh" will "be clothed 
in a white raiment?" and have his name "in the book of life," 
and be permitted to set on the " throne," and Universalism 
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does not teach to tho contrary. Do you know, Mr. F., that 
it is- said in this book, "Thou shall not bear false wit- 
ness against thy neighbor." 

The passage from John 3: 36, is the only passage my 
friend has introduced, that conveys the idea of time in 
connection with punishment ; but a simple reading of the 
whole verse, will be sufficient. 

" He that believeth on the* Son hath {not will have) ever* 
lasting life. And he that believeth not the Son shall not see 
life ; but the wrath of God abideth (not will abide) on him." 
Mr. Franklin thinks because "the wrath of God abideth" on 
some in this world that it will endlessly abide on them I But 
what saith the word of God ? " For I am merciful, saith the 
Lord, and will not keep anger forever." — Jeremiah iii. 12. — 
"For I will not contend forever, neither will I always be wroth; 
for the spirit should fail before me, and the souls which I have 
made." — Isaiah 67: 16. "He will not always chide, neither 
will he keep his anger forever." — Psalms ciii. 9. "For hi3 
anger endureth but for a moment." — Psalms xxx. 6. On the 
other hand we read that " His mercy endureth forever." — 
Psalms cvi. 1. Forty-two times is this expressly asserted in 
the sacred volume. 

. Heb. ii. 2, 3. Why my friend should adduce this passage 
I cannot conceive. It teaches that, under the Old Dispensa- 
tion, ".every transgression and disobedience had received a 
just recompense of "reward." And says the apostle, " how 
shall we escape if we neglect so great salvation!" Escape 
what? Why, receiving " a just recompense of reward for 
every transgression and disobedience. " And this recom- 
pense will be according to our deeds. 

Heb. iii. 11. Thk passage is easily understood. The 
land of Palestine is used as an emblem for the kingdom of 
God. As some of the Israelites were not permitted to enter 
into their land of rest on account of their disobedience and 
unbelief; so, for the same reason, some will never enter into 
the gospel kingdom. But "we," says Paul, "which have be- 
lieved do (not will) enter into rest." 

Heb. vi. 4: 8. On this, passage I will quote Dr. Clarke. — 
"Is nigh to cursing: it is acknowledged, almost on all hands, 
that this epistle was written be/ore the destruction bf Jerusa- 
lem by the Romans. This verse is, in my opinion, a proof 
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of it ; and here I suppose the apostle refers to the approach- 
ing destruction, and perhaps he has this- all along in his 
view, but speaks of it covertly, that he might not give offence." 
Dr. Clarke then goes on to say that "there is a good sense 
in which all these things may be applied to the Jews at large;" 
and after making this application, and showing in what man- 
ner all the apostle says was true of them, he closes by saying 
that this nation "was nigh unto cursing — about to be cast oft 
from the divine protection, and their city and temple were 
shortly to be burned up by the Roman armies. Thus the 
apostle, under the case of individuals, points out the des- 
truction that was to come upon this people in general, and 
which actually took place about seven years after the writing 
of this epistle. And this appears to be the very subject which 
the apostle has in view in the parallel solemn pasages, chap. 
x. 26-13; and viewed in this light, much of Jheir obscurity 
and difficulty vanishes away." — Com. in co. My friend says 
that we "cannot find the end of man short of his last state !" 
Astounding discovery ! ! And he adds, "if the last state of 
man is to be burned, how can he be saved?" Solomon says 
that "the house of mourning is the end of all men." 

According to Mr. Franklin, mourning is the last state of 
all men, and they cannot hope to be saved from it ! Solomon 
simply means that the house of mourning, or death, is the 
end of all men on earth. So the apostle only means that 
death by burning is to end the career on earth of some 
of whom he was writing. To what sickly sophisms will not 
men resort to bolster up a weak cause? 

Heb. x. 24-31. On this passage I will quote the com- 
ments of Lightfoot and Hammond. 

Lightfoot. — ,' Now, what is meant by cutting off! If you 
ask some, they will put a sense of their own upon one phrase , 
and tell yoi* it means a cutting off from the congregation and 
public assemblies, by excommunication. But ask the Jews, 
to and among whom the thing was spoken, what it means in 
their common speech and acceptation, and they will tell you, 
cutting off means death by the hands of heaven, death or 
destruction by the hand of God ; interpreting the matter to 
this purpose, that if a person sinned wilfully and presumptu- 
ously, there was no sin-offering allowed in that case ; but the 
party, so offending, fell immediately under liableness to di- 
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vine vengeance, to be destroyed, or cut off, by the hand of 
heaven. 

♦•And this interpretation of the phrase of cutting off, the 
apostle doth justify in that passage, (Heb. x. 26,) "if we 
sin wilfully, after we have received the knowledge of the truth, 
there remaineth no more sacrifice for sin ; but a certain fear- 
ful looking for of judgment," etc. — Sermon on 1 John v. 16. 

It will be noticed that this is not a regular commentary on 
the text, but it is an incidental remark, occurring in the illus- 
tration of another passage. Yet, it is not less valuable on 
that account; for the writer distinctly asserts, that this text 
ought to be interpreted according to the principles he had 
laid down. 

Hammond. — " The day approaching, v. 25, the notion 
of the day of Christ, and day and coming of Christ, and 
kingdom of God, and many the like, signifying the destruc- 
tion of the Jews, hath been often mentioned. The other 
phrases have been gathered together from their dispersions 
through this book. Note on Matt. 3: 2, 24: 3, &c. Now 
for thia phrase, day, or day of Christ, although somewhat 
hath been said on Rom. 13: 12, yet now more fully it must 
be explained. The force of the phrase may appear, Zech. 
14: 1 : 'Behold the day of the Lord cometh, and I will 
gather all nations against Jerusalem to battle, and the 
city shall be taken, '.&c. And so in many places in the Old 
Testament : and accordingly in the New, Luke 17: 24, the 
Son of Man in his day, that is when he comes to destroy Je- 
rusalem } and so, Matt. 24: 36, of that day and hour, that is, 
the punctual time of this destruction, (not of the day of the 
last judgment, but of somewhat that was to come in that age, 
ver. 34,) knows no man. So, Luke 17: 30, the day wherein 
the Son of Man shall be revealed ; and verse 21, in that day, 
and 19: 49, the days shall come in which thy ewemies shall 
cast a trench. So, Acts 2: 20, the great and conspicuous day 
of the Lord, from which none of the Jews should escape, but 
only the believers. In which place, as it is cited out of Joel, 
it is observable that there is the first mention of the last days, 
ver. 17, (which as the Jews render the days of the Messias, 
so Peter interprets the time after the resurrection of Christ, 
in which the spirit was poured out,) then of this great day, 
verse 29, which is, as it wore, the last of the last, forty years 
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after his resurrection, in which Judea was to be laid waste. — 
So 1 Cor. 1: 8, the day of the Lord Jesus, agreeable to the 
revelation of the Lord Jesus, v. 12; both of them denoting 
this time of judgment on unbelievers, and deliverance of the 
faithful. See also chap. 3: 13. So Thess. 5, as times and 
seasons, v. 1, refer to this matter, (as the time is come, Esk. 
2: 7,) so, the day of the Lord cometh as a thief, v. 2, (the 
same that is said of it, 2. Peter, 3: 10.) belongs to this matter 
also. So, 2 Thess. 2: 10, in that day. So here, the day ap- 
proaching, as Luke 2: 8, the season approaching, or as Joel 
2: 1, the day of the Lord is come, it is nigh at hand. So the 
day dawning, 2 Pet. 1: 19, is that .flay of judgment to the, 
Jews, deliverance to the believers among them." Cappe and 
Whitby agree with this interpretation. 

I have quoted these lengthy notes for the information of 
the hearer, not to meet any argument which my friend has 
brought from the passage under consideration, for the dura- 
tion of punishment. 

"To whom is- reserved the blackness oMarkness forever." 
Mr. Franklin asks how a man can be happy for whom, is re- 
served the blackness of darkness forever? I shall answer 
this question by asking another. If it is true that Jonah was 
in the whale's belly forever, how did he get to Nineveh af- 
terwards ? 

I did indeed look for a better effort from my friend. But 
he has scarcely brought forward a single passage, which 
speaks of the duration of punishment, which is the matter 
in dispute. And I now say to him that I shall pay but little 
attention to those passages which are not to the point. 

Mr. Franklin has divided his proposition into three parts ; 
this is absolute nonsense ! He is to prove, if lie can, that a 
part— -the much greater part ! ! — of God's own offspring will 
suffer the pangs of unceasing torture; and he need not attempt 
to escape this issue by subtle (?) divisions of his proposition? 

I shall occupy the rest of my time in making some objec- 
tions to the doctrine of endless torment : 

1. It makes God the Author of an infinite evil. Misery 
is evil. The idea of misery infinite In duration, pre-suppo- 
ses the idea of infinite evil. No finite being can be the cause 
of infinite evil. God is the only infinite being in the uni- 
verse. If, therefore, infinite evil does exist, its existence 
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must be referred to God. But to suppose God the Author of 
an infinite evil, is to suppose that he is infinitely evil himself. 

2. It impeaches some of the most glorious attributes, of 
the Deity. If it be said that this evil is something which 
God did not foresee, wish, will; desire, appoint, intend, or 
purpose, then his wisdpm, fore- knowledge and omniscience 
are expressly denied. If it be said that he foresaw this evil, 
but could not prevent it, this impeaches his power, goodness, 
justice, mercy and benevolence ; because, to all whom he 
created, knowing that their existence would be an endless 
curse, he is neither good, just, merciful, nor benevolent. If 
it be said That this eVil is something which he actually did 
will, wish, desire, purpose .and appoint; this not only im- 
peaches his goodness, justice, mercy and benevolence, but 
it makes him as malignant as malignity itself — as perfect a 
monster of cruelty, and as much worse than a Caligula or a 
Nero, or even the fabled god of hell, as he possesses more 
power than they to do mischief — to inflict pain and misery. 

3. It can result in no good to any being or beings in the 
universe; and is, therefore, not only useless, but infinitely 
worse than useless ! ! 

4. It teaches that the divine justice i$ of suck a nature 
(hat it can never be satisfied. For what is endlessly doing, 
will, of course, never be done. 

5. If does violence to the reasoning powers of man, and 
is abhorrent to the better feelings of his nature. 

6. If my friend's views of his first proof-text be correct, 
not more than one in a thousand will be saved ! The popu- 
lation of heaven will be to the population of hell as the small- 
est village to the largest city. Consequently, nine hundred 
and ninety-nine out of every thousand of God's own offspring 
will have just cause to curse him for their existence through- 
out all eternitv ! "His tender mercies are over all his works !" 

" 7. The doctrine of endless torture makes it an utter im- 
possibility fbr us to love its Author. We cannot lave that 
which is unlovely ; it is a moral impossibility. 
- 8. It represents God as acting contrary to his own* law ; 
which is to "overcome evil with good*" Indeed, the inflic- 
tion of endless misery would be an infinite and practical vio- 
lation of the.precepi, "overcome evil with good." Ifit would 
not, I should like to inquire what would be an infinite and 
practical violation of this precept? 
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9. The doctrine of endless torture contradicts the Scrip- 
tures. " I will not contend for ever 9 neither will I always 
be- wroth ; for the spirit should fail before me, and the souls 
which 1 haye made." " He retaineth not his anger forever, 
because he delighteth in mercy.' ' 

I have- now made a few objections to this horrid dogma 
contained in Mr. Franklin's proposition. Many more will 
be given. 

1 now urge my friend to come up to this work manfully. — 
Let him not undertake to divide and sub-divide his question, 
for this will do no good. He must prove that God will "retain 
his anger forever" — that he will "contend forever" — that 
his "anger is not only for a moment," but that it is endless 
in duration — that he will 'always be wroth' — that he will ^al- 
ways chide' — that he does not "delight in mercy," but in 
cruelty — that he does not "overcome evil with good" — that 
he does not " love his enemies" — and finally, that he is not 
"kind to the evil and unthankful." [Time expired.^ 



MR. FRANKLIN'S SECOND SPEECH. 



Gentlemen Moderators : 

My friend, Mr. Manford, seems much out of humor this 
morning. He certainly did not sleep soundly last night, or 
he could at least seem to be in a little better humor with his 
miserable contradictory system, if I may be allowed to call 
it a system. But he is not only provoked with the native 
crookedness of his theory, but, to add aggravation to aggra- 
vation, I have divided and subdivided my proposition, and 
argued it so differently from what he expected, that he be- 
came perplexed before he got through near all my argument, 
and resorted to several learned doctors to help him out ; but, 
failing in that way, he flew off in' a tangent, and threatened 
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not to pay much attention to my arguments, unless lie thinks 
they are to the point. Had I paid no attention to his argu- 
ments, when I was respondent, except such as I thought to 
the point, I should have noticed very few of them ; but I 
thought it was my duty to follow him closely, and show that 
his arguments were not to the point. He wishes me to argue 
the duration of punishment ; and why? hecause he can do 
better on that part of the question? No, verily; but he wishes 
to save his contradictory system from being riddled from end 
to end, as he sees it is bound to be, if he cannot decoy me 
off from the real substance of the question. But he cannot 
endure the idea of dividing the question into three parts, for 
it makes "nonsense" It was no nonsense for him, in the 
speech you have just heard, to divide a few of the old tatter- 
ed remnants of his doctrine, which have been scattered to the 
four winds fifty times within the last few years, into nine ob- 
jections. No, indeed, that was all good sense — profound 
reason, argument, and logic ! But, if the gentleman is right 
anxious to get to the duration of punishment, he can grant, 
in his next speech, that I have clearly proved that those who 
die in sin will never be saved, and that they will be punished 
after death, and I will proceed at once to show that the pun* 
ishment will be endless. If he will not do this, he will have 
to wait a short time and he shall have a full satisfaction on 
that point. 

My friend argues with me, that if the doctrine of endless 
punishment is true, all ought to know it. Will he tell us, in 
his next, why all ought to know it? If he will I will accom- 
modate him as much when I can. But he cannot believe it 
is, for thousands and tens of thousands do not know it. If 
this is an argument, it will come to my hand exactly ; for 
none but a mere handful of the human race believe in Uni- 
versalism, or ever have, and therefore it cannot be true. He 
must look out what kind of weapons he uses, or he will dis- 
prove his own doctrine. 

I could but feel for the gentleman when he approached my v 
first proof-text, Matt. 7: 15, and its parallel in Luke. He 
tried two stratagems, but without success. His first was that 
if the entrance spoken of in this passage was into heaven, 
that the wicked enter heaven. But this is merely a figment 
of his own brain, for neither of the passages, nor anything 
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said upon them by me, intimates that the wicked enter that 
kingdom. If the entrance is not into heaven, what is it into? 
Why, the kingdom on earth, my friend allows. Well, who 
does he say enter into it? Why, in his speech, which you 
have just heard, he says the persecutors and murderers of 
Jesus. These, with him, constitute the body of Christ — the 
temple of the Holy Spirit ! And what did he make out the 
gate to be, by which they entered? Why " doing unto all 
men as we would have them do unto us." These persecutors 
and murderers of Jesus, then, by doing unto all men as they 
would have them do unto them, entered into the kingdom, 
and then for doing unto all men as they would have them do 
unto them, in persecuting and putting to death Jesus and the 
saints of God, they were cast out into outer darkness! And 
behold, and hear it, all ye ignorant opposers of Universalism, 
that this " outer darkness," into which they were cast, is 
merely ignorance, which they were in before ! Not only so, 
but the gale, is to "do unto ail men as we would have them 
do unto us" in this life, and the Master is to rise up and shut 
to the door, or the privilege of doing unto all men as we 
would have them do unto us. Has he shut to this gate yet i 
What glorious consistency! 

This kingdom being on earth is, of course, the church, and 
as all other churches are wrong, it must be the Universalian 
church, and we must all strive to enter in, for when once the 
Master of the house, or the Universalian church, is risen up 
and has shut to the door, and we stand without, crying, Lord, 
Lord, open unto us, he will cease to "love:" his "tender mer- 
cies" will cease to endure, and he will thrust us out ; for Mr. 
M. will have- it that "standing at the door, and saying, Lord, 
Lord, open unto us," means that we were in, and that striving 
to enter in and shall not be able means that we are already 
in, and we shall be cast into outer darkness or ignorance as 
we are already ! Well, if my friend can prove that standing 
icithont means within, I suppose he can prove that all the 
wicked will go to heaven ; for it will have to be done by some 
such process, if it is ever proved at all. But there has never 
been any kingdom on this earth of which the master has risen 
up and shut the door, and persons standing without and plead- 
ing for admittance, were commanded to depart without being 
able to enter in. As I showed before, the language of the 
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master now is, " whosoever will, let him come." " Come 
unto me all ye that are weary and heavy laden, and I will 
give you rest." But there is a time coining when the door of 
the kingdom of God is to be shut, and persons are to fail of 
an admittance and be thrust away into outer darkness. Mr. 
M. was exceedingly unfortunate when he quoted the words, 
"the kingdom of God is in you," to prove that the Jews were 
in the kingdom. But I must not add anything more to his 
mortification on this passage. 

Relative to laying up treasures in heaven, the gentleman 
says, " I believe we should lay up treasure in heaven, and I 
have not, as he says, come here to prove that all will have the 
treasure spoken of whether they lay it up or not. He had 
better keep on the side of truth." My Universalian friends, 
did you notice that ? Your preacher and editor has renounc- 
ed his doctrine* and does not believe that all will have treas- 
ure in heavefl, whether they lay it up or not ! ! ! Yes, and 
he cautions me to stick to the truth, when I say he believes 
so. Well, he now stands right on this point, and with me 
joins in exhorting you to lay up treasure in s heaven, for he 
does not believe you will have treasure in heaven whether you 
lay it up or not. He is turning orthodox pretty fast ! 

The gentlemanjs subterfuge on 1 Tim. 6 : 17, 19, will not 
answer. He tries to make the good foundation against the 
time to come, rnd the eternal life, all in this world. In order 
to do this, he allows that Timothy sometimes preached to sin- 
ners. I suppose he did, but Paul did not write to him to 
show him how to preach to the world at large, but to show 
him "how to behave himself in the house of God," and in do- 
ing this, he told him to "charge them that are rich in this 
world, that they be not high-minded, nor trust in uncertain 
riches, but in the living God, who giveth us richly, all things 
to enjoy ; that they do good, that they be rich in good works, 
ready to distribute, willing to communicate ; laying up in 
store for themselves a good foundation against the time to 
come, that they may lay hold on eternal life." Now those 
persons could not be induced to do these things without faith, 
and consequently they need all the spiritual blessings and 
life of believers ; and as such must be charged to do these 
good works, not to obtain these spiritual blessings which they 
already had, but to "lay up in store a good foundation against 
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the time to come, that they may lay hold on eternal life."-— 
The doctrine of this passage is a stranger to my friend's whole 
theory, and one which he refuses to entertain at that. But 
the gentleman says, "it is strange my friend should falsely 
charge me with contending that all will have the good foun- 
dation and eternal life, spoken of there, whether they do what 
is here enjoined or not. I again express a hope that hereafter 
he will have a little more regard for truth." He does not be- 
lieve, then, that all will have "a good foundation against the 
time to come, and eternal life," whether they do what is here 
enjoined or not ! ! No, and I do not have a proper regard to 
truth if I say so. Well, then, I take back what I said, and 
now state, in justice to Mr. Manford, that he does not believe 
that all will have a good foundation against the time to come, 
and eternal life, whether they do what is here commanded or 
not ; but he believes, with me, that none but those who do 
good, are rich in good works, ready to distribute and willing 
to communicate, will have a good foundation against the time 
to come, and lay hold on eternal life. I will have a regard to 
truth, and make corrections when 1 fall into mistakes. He 
has then renounced his doctrine, and holds the exclusive doc- 
trine, that no one can have eternal life who does not these 
good works. 

The "things above, where Christ sitteth on the right hand 
of God,", my friend allows, are the Christian graces! Then 
the Christian graces are not on earth, or in the church, but 
"above where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God ! " No 
such an evasion as this will answer the purpose. The ex- 
pression is definite. The disciples to whom the apostle spoke 
already had the Christian graces and the present salvation, 
and are commanded to " seek those things which are above, 
where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God." My friend is 
in the habit of promising all men the things above, where 
Christ sits, whether they seek them or not. , 

Mr. M. passes the words, "to them who by patient contin- 
uance in well doing, seek for glory, and honor, and immor- 
tality; eternal life," Rom. 2 : 7, by asking me the question, 
" can immortality beyond the grave be had by seeking V 9 — 
He must remember that the language of this passage of scrip- 
ture is not mine, but Paul's ; and that he cannot confound 
Paul, or God, who spoke through him, by asking questions, 
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and that he had better rely upon his prom is e> and seek for 
••glory and honor and immortality" in order to "eternal life," 
than to doubt that God will give it to them who seek. I an- 
swer then, that this immortality can be had by seeking for it, 
and that this glory, honor, immortality and eternal life, will 
never be enjoyed by any accountable being who neglects to 
seek for it. Will he answer the following? Can any person 
by seeking for it obtain this glory, honor, immortality and 
eternal life, in this world? 

Mr. M. says, " he believes that he only who 'overcometh' 
'* will 'be clothed in white raiment,' and have his name 'in the 
book of life,' and be permitted to sit on the 'throne,' and Uni- 
versalism does not teach to the contrary." He then asked if 
1 did not know that this book forbids bearing false testimony. 
He did this in his anger and confusion, knowing that he could 
make no reply. But did you observe that he did not quote 
the text correctly before he said he believed it? But even in 
his garbled quotation he has admitted too much for his doc- 
trine. He believes that only those icho over come shall be 
clothed in white raiment, have their names written in the book 
of life, and sit down with Jesus in his throne. And what of 
the balance ? Why, they will not be clothed in white raiment, 
will not have their names in the book of life, and will not sit 
down with Jesus in his throne. This is a splendid defence of 
his doctrine truly? 

He admits the object I had in view in quoting the passage 
from the 2d of Heb. viz : that there is no escape for the trans- 
gressor. But on the argument on the 3d and 4th chapters of 
Heb. he attempted no reply except a very dull and stupid 
quibble. Having shown to his brethren, how the Israelites 
failed to enter into the earthly Canaan, the Apostle said, "leT 
us therefore fear lest a promise being left us of entering into 
his rest any of you should seem to come short of it." Had my 
friend been there he would have said, you need not/ear, for we 
shall- all enter into that rest whether we fear or not. 

When the gentleman came to those whom it was "impossi- 
ble to renew again unto repentance," Heb. 6, he despaired of 
accomplishing ah impossibility, and proceeded to make some 
garbled quotations from Dr. Clark, which had about as much 
to do with our question as the man in the moon ; and when 
he came to those for whom there is no more sacrifice for sin, 
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.nd for whom nothing remaineth but a fearful looking for of 
udgment and fiery indignation — a sorer punishment than 
ieath without mercy, he filled up his time in reading, as usual, 
when he can make no reply. But what else could he do? — 
You need not think hard of him. Can he prove that a man 
can be brought to repentance i>nd saved, when God says it is 
"impossible to renew him unto repentance." When God 
says, that for certain characters, there "remains nothing but 
a certain fearful looking for of judgment, and fiery indignation 
which shall devour the adversaries," do you expect him to 
prove that a glorious heaven remains for them ? When the 
Lord says of certain characters, "there remains no more sac- 
rifice for sin," do you expect him to prove that there is more 
sacrifice for sins? When God says of certain characters, "my 
soul shall have no pleasure in them," do you expect him to prove 
that God will have pleasure in them ? And when the Lord 
speaks of certain persons failing of the grace of God, do you 
expect him to prove that they will not fail of the grace of God, 
or that they can fail of the grace of God and be saved? — 
When the Lord says of certain characters, that " their pail 
shall be taken out of the book of life and out of the things 
written therein, and oi\t of the holy city," do you expect him 
to prove that their part shall not be taken out of the book of 
life? If you expect all this you expect what no man under 
heaven can do. He knows that he must make a most 
manifest failure, if he undertakes to do this, therefore 
he spends his time in reading Dr. Clark. I thought I was to 
debate with Mr. E. Manford, but it appears to be his notion 
of the matter, that he is to read Dr. Clark, and thfct I am to 
reply to the Doctor. But I do not think hard of him as he 
can do no better. 

I must say a word on my friend's nine objections. 1 . My 
doctrine "makes God the author of infinite evil." Not at all, 
1 do not believe, as 1 heard Mr. Craven try to prove, in a.ser- 
mon in Dayton, Ohio, that God is the author of sin. God 
created man, and made a law to govern him ; but there was 
no sin yet. Man transgressed that law, and "sin is the trans- 
gression of the law;" this act was man's act. But did not 
Mr. M. in his first speech admit that by neglecting or improv- 
ing our talents in this world, we could alter our condition in 
the world to come ? Well, in this he granted that a finite be- 
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Sng could perform an act in this life, that would affect an infi' 
nite state. If then, by neglecting our talents in this life, we 
m be brought to some of the lower degrees in glory, as my 
friend admits, this neglect proves an evil to us in an infinite 
state, and may be the means of keeping us in the lower degrees 
of glory perpetually, and consequently be as properly called 
infinite evU as endless punishment. 2. "It impeaches some 
of the glorious attributes of the Deity." It is worth while for 
Universalists to talk of impeaching the attributes of God ! The 
very first article I ever noticed in the gentleman's own pub- 
lication, was an Article written to show that God was the au- 
thor of all evil. And I heard the gentleman in this town, in 
the presence of several citizens, ridicule the idea that a man 
by respecting and obeying God, could be exonerated from 
the punishment due to him as a transgressor. His God, ac- 
cording to his own doctrine, is the author of all sin, and then 
he punishes the sinner as much as his sins deserve, and will 
not mitigate the punishment in the least, on account of any 
repentance, obedience or any thing in the power of man to do. 
Yet "his tender mercies endure forever!!" It comes with 
an ill grace to hear men talk of impeaching the character of 
God, who deny the " sorer punishment than death without 
mercy," of which God speaks, and positively declare that all 
punishment is in this life. Universalists have no fears that it 
will injure the character of God, to threaten a sorer punish- 
ment than death without mercy, and then quibble round it by 
saying he only meant a little remorse of conscience ! But if 
my friend wished me to expose the absurdity oT such sophis- 
try, I can do it just as well now as" at any other time. You 
will observe then, that when he talks about punishment he 
universally calls it torture or misery. Well, he understands 
the punishment of the bible to be torture| or misery then. — 
Where then dots he findihis dreadful torture? Where does 
yon drunkard, liar, thief, robber or fornicator, suffer this tor- 
ture? Why he is receiving it now every day as he goes along 
— suffering the damnation of hell!! He laughs, sports, ca- 
rouses ana has "pleasure in iniquity." Well, now go to this 
awful creature and convince him that he is bound to remain 
in this condition to all eternity, and he will tell you that it is 
just what he wants. Well, then, if the damnation of hell can 
be thus endured, and the vengeance of an eternal fire is no 
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severer than this, why does he talk so pitifully ahout it? If 
.men can be in hell and not even know it, rejoice and-have 
pleasure, and be entirely willing to stay in it, how can he 
make it such a cruel thing'to keep men in it? But the gentle- 
man can change his tone at pleasure. When he talks of pun- 
ishment in connection with his doctrine, he calls it 6, chastise- 
ment," but when he talks of it in connection with my doctrine 
he calls it "torture," "misery;" &e. Now if the Bible means 
misery, torture, &c, when he speaks of punishment, why 
does he not use those terms in reference to the hell of con- 
science? He knows it would outrage common sense. 3. 
Endless punishment can do no good, he allows. His hell 
does great good, when those in it, and all around it, do not 
know it, ana almost the whole of them think it will be in ano- 
ther world ! ! He cannot tell what it is himself. Yet he can 
look into the secret counsels of Jehovah, and then turn round 
and scan the innumerable intelligences of the universe, and 
see, at a single glance, that the future punishment of the dis- 
obedient can do no good. He is determined that it shall do 
no good in this world, if he can help it, and consequently fa- 
ces the creditor, and tells him what an awful character he 
must be, thus to contradict Universalism ; and that no being 
can be any worse than God, if he shall inflict endless punish- 
ment on those who live and die in disobedience. 4. "It teach- 
es that the divine justice is of such a nature that it cannot 
be satisfied." No sir; this is all a mistake. The divine jus- 
tice will inflict that punishment which he has threatened, and 
be satisfied all the time. 5. "It does violence to the reason- 
ing powers of man, and is abhorrent to the better part of his 
nature." The gentleman simply made that statement from his 
own impassioned determination, and not from any philosoph- 
ical examinations. It simply strikes him in that way. 6. If 
my doctrine is true, there will be so few saved. Will his doc- 
trine help the matter any? Not at all. I do not know that 
he has any saved from his hell. At least, he has as many 
who suffer the vengeance of his hell, as we do who suffer the 
vengeance of the future hell. If the number that will be lost 
is an argument against a hell after death, it is a stronger ar- 
gument against a hell before death. 7. "It makes it impos- 
sible for us to love its author." This is merely a threat of 
my friend, that he will not love God, if he shall dare to pun- 
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ish men eternally. This does not surprise me any. 8. "It 
represents God as acting contrary to his law." Well, then, 
a hell in this world is contrary to his law. To punish a maw 
for sin in this world, especially if a man cannot help sinning, 
as my friend thinks, is certainly contrary to the precept, 
"overcome evil with good," if future punishment would be. 
The contradiction is simply that my friend contradicts him- 
self. 9. "The doctrine of endless torture is a contradiction 
of the scriptures." I shall now proceed to ascertain what 
doctrine it is that contradicts the scriptures. 

The scripture says, " I charge thee therefore before God, 
and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and the 
dead at his appearing and kingdom." 2 Tim. 4:1. Universal- 
ism says, Christ shall not judge the dead, and that there is no 
use in a judgment after death. The scripture says, that Je- 
sus Christ commanded the apostles "to preach unto the peo- 
ple, and testify that it is he which was ordained of God to be 
the judge of the quick and dead." Acts 10: 42. Universal- 
ism says Jesus Christ is not the judge of the dead" The 
scripture says, " And it is appointed unto men once to die, 
and after this the Judgment." Heb. 9: 27. Universalism 
says, there is no judgment after death. The scripture says, 
of "a certain rich man," that he "died and was buried ; and 
in hell he lifted up his eyes being in torments." Luke 16: 22, 

% 23. Universalism says there is no torment after death. The 
scripture says, "with lies ye have made the heart of the right- 
eous sad, whom I have not made sad, and strengthened the 
hands of the wicked, that he should not return from his wick- 
ed way, by promising him life." Ezek. 13: 22. Universalism 
says it does not strengthen the hands of the wicked to prom- 
ise him life. The scripture says, "but the fearful, and unbe- 
lieving, and the abominable, and murderers, and whoremon- 
gers, and sorcerers, and idolators, and all liars, shall have 

- their part in the lake which burns with fire and brimstone : 
which is the second death." Rev. 21: 8. Universalism savs 
all the wicked shall be saved. The scripture says, " and I 
saw the dead, small and great, stand before God ; and the 
books were opened: and another book was opened, which is 
the book of life, and the dead were judged out of those things 
which were written in the books according to their works." 
Rev. 20: 12. But Universalism declares that the dead shall 
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hot be judged. The scripture says, "these shall go away in- 
to everlasting punishment : but the righteous into life eternal." 
Mat. 25; 46. Universalism says there is no everlasting pun- 
ishment. Now you can see what doctrine it is that contra- 
dicts the scripture. More palpable contradictions than these 
cannot be found in human speech ; and yet the gentleman 
talks of contradictions of scripture ! 

Now, if the word of God can prove, that Jesus Christ 
" shall judge the quick and dead " — that Christ " was or- 
dained to be the judge of quick and dead " — that " it is ap- 
pointed unto men once to die, but after this the judgment " — 
that a man "died and was buried ; and in hell he lifted up 
Ins eyes being in torments " — that it is a doctrine of "lust 
and strengthens the hands of the wicked, that he should 
not return from his wicked way," to " promise him life " — 
that " the fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominable, and 
murderers, and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idolaters, 
and all liars, shall have their part in the lake of fire and 
brimstone : which is the second death" — that " the dead 
small and great, shall stand before God ; * * * and be judg- 
ed out of those things which are written in the books, acord- 
ing to their works " — and that " the wicked will go away in- 
to everlasting punishment." I say, if the word of God sta- 
ting them in so many words, can prove these points, I shall 
take it that I have proved them. 

In my first speech on this proposition, I proved that k was 
"impossible to renew' ' some persons " unto repentance" — 
that " there is no more sacrifice for their sins " — that " noth- 
ing remains- for them but a fearful looking for of judgment, 
and fiery indignation, which shall devour the adversaries" — 
that " God will have no pleasure in them " — that they failed 
of the grace of God, and come short of an entrance into 
that rest. Unless then, they can be saved without repen- 
tance, without any thing remaining for them but a fearful 
looking for of judgment, and fiery indignation — without God 
having pleasure in them, and without the grace of God, they 
cannot be saved. An answer to this Mr.M. has made, and 
never can make. 

I showed that God threatens a sorer punishment than 
death without mercy, which I defy man to find in this world ; 
and I have now shown that judgment will be after death—" 



££6 THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION. 

that the dead will stand before God — that a wicked man af- 
ter death, lifted up his eyes in hell, being in torments— and 
that the wicked will go away into everlasting punishment at 
the same time the righteous go into life eternal. 

I now advise the gentleman, when he finds arguments to 
which he can make no reply, to read Dr. Clarke, and pre- 
tend that the Dr. is on his side. It is true, there are not 
many who will believe it, but some of his brethren 1 perhaps 
will. [Time expired.] 



MR. MANFORDS SECOND RKPLY 



Respected Auditors: 

Mr. Franklin tells you that I am out of humor, and thatl 
say some things in anger and confusion ! This is indeed 
news to me ! I suppose, however, that there are times v*hen 
he has nothing else to say. My friends, I am not in the 
habit of getting out of humor, and of saying things in an- 
ger. The gentleman, I apprehend, is only jesting! 

He says he has " divided and sub-divided his proposition." 
Yes, he has done so, sure enough-; and no doubt to avoid 
the main question at issue — the duration of punishment; but 
I_ shall continue to urge upon him the necessity of coming 
up to this point, and shall pay but little or no attention to 
any thing else he may say. 

I said in my last speech that if endless punishment be true, 
every body ought to know it. My iriend thinks then, that 
if Universalism be true, every body ought to know it — and 
says, " but a mere handful of the world believe in Univer- 
salism ! " How many, 1 ask, believe in Campbellism, or 
know any thing about it ? But you will notice the reason 
why I made the statement : I seldom say any thing without 
1 have a reason for it. If so awful a doctrine as endless 
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punishment be true, then the whole world ought to know it, 
hat they might have a chance to avoid it; but the fact that 
but a small portion of the world know any thing about it, 
is pretty good evidence that it is false — for our Heavenly 
Father would not be likely to place his children in such im- 
inent danger — where their eternal interests are at stake — 
without giving them warning of it, in a manner, too, not to 
be misunderstood. It is true, it would be better for the world 
if everybody was acquainted with Universalism, and be- 
lieved in it; but then there is not so much — nothing in fact 
— at stake, if Universalism be true, in comparison with what 
there is, if endless punishment be true ! So you see the 
cases are not parallel, and my friend's endeavor t« affect the 
argument is a complete failure. I have now told the gentle- 
man "why all ought to know it," if his . doctrine be true; 
1 hope he will be satisfied. 

I merely gave Dr. Clarke's opinion in regard to me gate 
spoken of in Matt. 7 : 13 — hence Mr. Franklin ridicules the 
Doctor, not me. I doubt, however, very much, whether he 
can give a better definition of it ! But let us pay some at- 
tention to our friend's proof text ; I have something more to 
say on this subject. I said that " if the entrance spoken of in 
this passage was into heaven, then the wicked entered heav- 
en 1 " But he ridicules this idea, and says " it is a figment 
of my own brain," and says that " neither of the passages, 
nor any thing he has said upon them, intimates that the 
wicked enter that kingdom " — and asks, " if this entrance is 
not into heaven, what is it into? " I told him before that it 
was into the " kingdom on earth ;" but he laughs at this 
idea also! Let us now look into this matter a little, for I 
think my friend has got into a difficulty here, and I am dis- 
posed to help him out, if I can. I thought I made this mat- 
ter plain enough in my last, by showing that if the kingdom 
meant heaven, as my. friend contends, then the wicked en- 
ter heaven. But he seems more disposed to indulge in ridi- 
cule than to meet my argument fairly. I will now read from 
Luke 13, his parallel proof text — commencing with the 24th 
verse. " Strive to enter in at the strait gate ; for many I 
say unto you, will seek to enter in, and shall not be able. — 
When once the master of the house is risen up, and hath 
shut to the door, and ye begin to stand without, and to knock 
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at the door, saying, Lord, Lord, open unto us ; and he shall an- 
swer and say unto you, 1 know you not, whence ye are , then 
shall ye begin to say, we have eaten and drank in thy pres- 
ence, and thou hast taught in our streets. But he shall say, 
I tell you, I know you not ; depart from me all ye workers 
of iniquity. There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth, 
when ye shall see Abraham, and Isaac, Jacob, and all the 
prophets, in the Kingdom of God, and you yourselves thrust 
out." How could these workers of iniquity be thrust out 
of the kingdom unless they were first in it ? Does the king- 
dom here mean heaven ? 

Again : '" The Son of Man shall send forth his angels. 
and they shall gather out of his kingdom all things that of- 
fend, and them which do iniquity, and shall cast them into a 
furnace of fire ; there shall be wailing and gnashing of 
teeth." Matt. 13: 41, 42. Does kingdom, here mean hea- 
ven ? If so, does it not look like the wicked had got into it? 

Matt. 8 : 1 1 — " And I say unto you, that many shall come 
from the east and west, and shall sit down with Abraham, 
and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven ; bm the 
children of the kingdom (Jews ) shall be cast out into outer 
darkness — ttiere shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth" 
Do you think, my friends, that it is but " a figment of my 
own brain," when I say that if the "kingdom" means 
*' heaven," the wicked must enter heaven ? 

But we have more of the same sort: Matt. 13: 47 — 
" Again, the kingdom of heaven is like unto a net, that was 
cast into the sea, and gathered of every kind. 19 Does heaven 
" gather of every kind ?" Then it must gather some of the 
"wicked!" 

Matt. 21 : 43 — " Therefore say I unto you, the kingdom 
of God shall be taken from you, and given to a nation bring- 
ing forth the fruits thereof." Was heaven taken from the 
Jews, and given to the Gentiles ? 

Matt. 22 : 11 — " And when the king came in to see the 
guests (into his kingdom), he saw there a man which had 
not on a wedding garment ; and he saith unto him : * Friend, 
how earnest thou in hither, not having on a wedding gar- 
ment?' And he was speechless! Then said the king to 
the servants ; * Bind him hand and foot, and take him away, 
and cast him into outer darkness — there shall be weeping and 
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gnashing of teeth." I suppose this fellow had got into 
heaven without being immersed — he had probably gone there 
by land ! At any rate, there he was, in heaven, and without 
the "proper garment, if by " kingdom"" we are to understand 
heaven, as my friend contends ! 

I might go on and read a number more passages of the 
same import; but these are enough to show you that my 
opponent's proof-texts have nothing to do with heaveai and 
the future state. And this he has got to admit, or admit that 
*' the wicked " go to heaven ; or else come up to the work 
and tell us how they can be " cast out," without first getting 
in there! 1 leave this part of the subject now, till I hear 
what he may have to say on it. 

My friend tries to make some capital out of the fact that I 
admitted the conditionally of certain texts which he quoted 
in his previous speech ! He should not be too hasty in this 
matter. He must recollect that there is a slight difference 
between us in regard to the application of those texts. While 
he applies them to the future state, \ am very well satisfied 
that they have no such application, but refer to things in this 
world. The words " treasure in heaven " are used in an ac- 
commodated sense. The Savior exhorted his disciples not 
to lay up treasures in this world, where moth and rust cor- 
rupt, and where thieves break through and steal; " but lay 
up for yourselves treasures in heaven " — that is, place your 
affections upon " things above, where Christ sitteth on the 
right hand of God." Or, in the language of Paul to Timo- 
thy, (1 Tim. 6 : 17-19) " Charge them that are rich in this 
world, that they be not high-minded, nor trust in uncertain 
riches, but in the living God, who giveth us richly all things 
to enjoy ; that they do good — that they be rich in good works, 
ready to distribute, willing to communicate; laying up in 
store for themselves a good foundation against the time to 
come, that they may lay hold on eternal lite." This is the 
treasure they were commanded to lay up in heaven; "be 
rich in good works " — kind and benevolent to others, " ready 
to distribute, " and thus " lay up in store for themselves a 
good foundation against the time to qome," that they may 
lay hold on eternal life. Mr. Franklfl§*will probably tell you 
that this " time to come," means the judgment day* in eter- 
nity ! But if he does so, he will do it on his own responsi- 
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bility ; the apostle had no such allusion ; he simply meant 
thai by so doing they would lay up for themselves a good 
foundation against a time of necessity — in all probability al- 
luding to that " time of trouble " which was soon to come 
upon the Jewish nation, — a time, such as never was before 
since the world began, and never shall be again — when the 
" kingdom " was to be taken from the Jews and given to 
another nation, and all who had not " laid up treasures in 
heaven,'' and had not on " the wedding garment " — in other 
words, who had not " laid up in store for themselves a good 
foundation," were to be cast out into outer darkness! 
Whenever my friend carries these texts to scenes in the fu- 
ture stale of existence, he betrays unpardonable ignorance, 
and does violence to the plainest passages in the Bible ! I 
hope he 'will keep calm, and not allow his fears to get the 
better of his judgment ! 

It seems that 1 did not say enough on the passage in Rom. 
2 : 7, to suit my friend. I asked him to tell us whether 
" immortality beyond the grave can be had by seeking for it." 
Did you notice his answer? He tried to evade it as much 
as possible, but finally said " this immortality can be had by 
seeking for it." You see he did not answer the question. 
He left himself a " loop hole" to slip out at ! I knew he 
would not answer the question ; for if he had said " yes," 
then it would follow that none would ever be immortal but 
those who seek for it; and consequently he would have to 
admit that the wicked would be annihilated, and this would 
also annihilate his endless punishment ! And if he should 
answer in the negative, then the text would do him no good, 
for "glory, honor, and eternal life" can be enjoyed in this 
world. But what is " this immortality 7 " Ah, that is the 
question ! 

I will now show you, my friends, that this text is most 
shamefully perverted, not only by Mr. Franklin, but by oth- 
ers ; for it is in the mouth of every babbling opposer of Uni- 
versalism from Maine to Mississippi ; and always quoted to 
prove that "glory, honor, and immortality" beyond the 
grave, are only to be obtained by being sought for ! I tell 
you, my friends, and^ftell Mr. Franklin, that the word "im- 
mortality" is a wrong translation, and that* the apostle had 
no more allusion by the word aphtarsian, to immortality be- 
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yond the grave, than he had to the man in the moon, to use 
my friend's expression ! True, this word may mean im- 
mortality, but it is only by implication ; that is not its primi- 
tive meaning. In Eph. 6 : 24, we read, " Grace be with all 
them that love our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity." Here 
the word " sincerity" is aphtharsia in the original, the same 
word that is rendered " immortality " in Rom. 2 : 7. Again ; 
Titus 2: 7, " In all things showing thyself a pattern of good 
works ; in doctrine showing uncorruptness, gravity, sinceri- 
ty." Here also the word sincerity is from the same in the 
original. The word " uncorruptness " is from adiaphthoria, 
a branch of the same root, which is rendered by Greenfield, 
" incorruptness, genuineness, pureness." The original word 
rendered immortality, would be much better represented by 
44 sincerity," " purity," or " uncorruptnes_s of character," 
meaning a certain moral qualification, to be attained in this 
life. The plain, simple moaning of the passage is this : 
44 Who by patient continuance in well doing, seek for glory, 
honor, sincerity, or purity of character, shall enjoy eternal 
life." 

My friend asks me in turn, 44 Can any person by seeking 
for it, obtain this glory, honor, immortality and eternal life, 
in this world 1 " I tell him, most emphatically, yes ! They 
are to be sought for, and obtained here, and here only. What 
is " eternal life '? " The knowledge of God and of his Son 
Jesus Christ; the hope and life of the gospel, the boon of 
the christian while he sojourns oh earth. I hope we shall 
hear no more about seeking for immortality ! This is some- 
thing, my friends, that is not to be obtained by seeking for 
it; it depends upon a higher source. 

I cannot consent, my hearers, to follow my opponent in 
all his quibbles upon points. that are so foreign to the question 
at issue as most of his last speech is. Ho seems to forget 
that he has the aflirmfitive of the question, and that it is his 
duty to prove, if he can, the doctrine of endless punishment. 
Why does he not come up to the point at once, and not con- 
tinue to shy off, and beat round, spending his time talking 
about irrelevant subjects. I know that the Revelator says 
that " He that overcometh the same shall be clothed in white 
raiment," and his name shall remain in "the book of life," 
and I believe what he says. But I cannot stop here and go 
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into an argument with my friend about what is meant by "the 
book of life," or the " white raiment,'* or where this all was 
to take place ! Such questions might be interesting enough 
on other occasions, but they are entirely out of place here. 
The same may be said of other passages he has quoted. I 
believe all that these passages say; but until he shows how, 
or iu what way they teach endless punishment, I shall pay 
but little or no attention to them. I call on him again to 
come up to the work, and let us hear some of his » 4 strong 
reasons," if he has got any ! 

But perhaps I should not insist here ; is is very difficult to 
•* accomplish an impossibility," or to prove a proposition 
without evidence 1 I hope, my friends, that you will not 
expect too much of my opponent in his present position ; he 
is probably doing the best he can. He has a hard task to 
perform, and you must not be surprised if he should fail. 
When the Bible says " God will have all men to be saved, 
and come to a knowledge of the truth," do you expect my 
friend to prove that God will not have all men to be saved ? 
And when iris declared that " the Lord will not cast off for- 
ever," do you suppose he can prove that the Lord will cast 
off forever ! When the Lord says, " I will not contend for- 
ever, nor be always wroth," you must not expect my friend 
to prove that the Lord will contend* forever and always be 
wroth. x This would be expecting too much! Paul says, 
" Death, theHast enemy, shall be destroyed." You must not 
expect him therefore to prove the doctrine of an endless 
death — a death that shall never be destroyed ! When the 
Psalmist says that " all the ends of the world shall remem- 
ber and turn unto the Lord, and all the kindreds of the na- 
tions shall worship before him " — it should not be expected 
of my friend to prove that a part will remember and turn 
into hell, and suffer there endlessly! The Almighty de- 
clares that in the seed of Abraham, which is Christ, all the 
44 nations, families, and kindreds of the earth shall be bless- 
ed," you must not expect, therefore, that my friend is going 
to show that a part of mankind will be eternally cursed with 
an endles3 punishment 1 The apostle declares that 44 God is 
love," and the Psalmist, that t4 he is good unto all, and his 
lender mercies are over all his works," — consequently you 
expect too much, il you think that my friend, Mr. Franklin, 
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in view of these plain and positive declarations, is going to 
prove to you that God is hatred, and that he is not good unto 
all. but that he will inflict an endless curse upon a part of his 
children ! No, no, my friends ; if you expect all this, you 
expect what no man under heavens can do! " He knows 
that he must make a most manifest failure, if he undertakes 
to do this," and therefore' he spends his lime in playing 
around the question, and talking about matters that have but 
little or no bearing on the point at issue. Well, well, you 
see how it is ; we must not expect too much of our friend : **I 
do not think hard of him, as he can do no better." 

He does but little better when he comes to notice my ob- 
jections to his doctrine. My first objection is that " it makes 
God the author of infinite evil." But he says, " Not at all!" 
and then tries to place me in as bad a fix as he is himself, 
because I believe that improving or neglecting our talents in 
this world, will have some effect on our characters and men- 
tal capacities in the future world ! What has this to do with 
endless punishment? It is very rational to suppose that 
there will be difference of character in the future state, and 
degrees in happiness, according to the improvements and 
moral attainments acquired in this life; but all will be happy 
according to their capacity for enjoying; all will be in heaven, 
and still progressing, higher and higher, in the scale of moral 
excellence. There is no evil in this — much less an infinite 
evil ! But how is it on the other hand ? My friend's doc- 
trine consigns a part of mankind to absolute misery ! They 
are to be shut up in hell, there to suffer the most excrucia- 
ting torture which almighty vengeance can inflict or infinite 
malignity can devise ! Is not this an evil ? And when we 
are told that their suffering is to be perpetual — no hope, no 
escape, no mitigation, no repentance, no mercy, no chaace 
for improvement, no redemption — their condition fixed, irre- 
vocably, unalterably, and endlessly fixed — may we not call 
it an infinite evil 1 Now, who is the cause of this evil ? It 
will not answer to say that man is the author of sin, and 
therefore the author of this evil. This will not do. God 4 
made man ; and if he made a law, and annexed an infinite 
evil as the penalty of that law, then he is the author of this 
evil. I care not whether he foresaw the consequences, or 
not ; God is the author of every thing ; he made man, And 

18 
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he made the law, and the penalty ; and if they result in an 
infinite, absolute, and ultimate evil, then he is the author of 
it ! I charge this doctrine, therefore, with making God the 
author of an infinite evil ; and if the doctrine be true, then I 
charge God with being the author of an iufinite evil ! and 
angels and the blessed in heaven will charge him with being 
the author of an infinite evil ! And the damned in hell, in 
every groan they send up from the vaults of their fiery prison 
throughout the wasteless ages of eternity, will charge him, 
and justly charge him, with being the author of an infinite 
evil ! 

All my friend says on my second objection comes very 
wide of the mark. What if God is the author of all evil — 
or what we call evil ; and that he will not allow the guilty to 
go unpunished — so this evil is to be overruled for good, and 
this punishment comes to an end, how can it "impeach some 
of the glorious attributes of the Deity V* Universalists do not 
believe in such a thing as an ultimate evil; all evil, all punish- 
ment, in our system, is but a means, to some good end; we may 
not be able to see how itis, because wecanuot see the end; but 
God can see it ; and God being good and wise, we have a 
right to conclude that he would not permit temporary evil, 
unless it is finally to eventuate in good : more good than 
could otherwise result. But jiot so with endless punishment. 
That is an end — an ultimate end ; there is no afterwards to 
to it — no good to come out of it. It will not do to say that it 
is necessary in order to secure the happiness of the saints in 
Heaven. I tell you, my friends, the happiness of all the 
saved from Adam down to the last soul that shall be "re- 
deemed by the blood of the Lamb," will not compensate for 
the endless damnation of one soul, much less for the myriads 
that are to suffer that doom, according to my opponent's doc- 
trine ! The doctrine, then, of endLess sin and suffering, I 
say impeaches some" of the glorious attributes of the Deity. 
It impeaches his justice : for it were infinitely unjust for God 
to punish his creatures world without end, for the sins of this 
short life — and that, too, when there is no possible good to 
**ome of this punishment! h is humiliating, and reflects 
upon the wisdom and power of God, to think that his system 
of government is to result in the endless ruin of a large ma- 
jority of his intelligent creatures; that the Devil is to get the 
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greater portion of them ! — therefore it impeaches these attri- 
butes. It impeaches the Goodness of the Deity;, for surely 
no one will say that such a result can be in accordance with 
Infinite Goodness ! Impossible ! 

My friends, Mr. Franklin knows better than to talk as he 
does. Universal ists don't say that " God threatens a sorer 
punishment than death without mercy, and then quibble 
round it, by saying that he only meant a little -remorse of 
conscience." If famine, and pestilence, and war, and the 
horrible punishment of the Jews, when their city and nation 
were destroyed ; those people who had "trodden under foot 
the Son of God, and had counted the blood of the covenant" 
an "unholy thing;" is all this nothing but "a little remorse of 
conscience ?" f4 He that despised Moses' law, died without 
mercy;" that is, there was no escape. Was not the punish- 
ment inflicted upon the wicked, rebellious Jews, of sufficient 
magnitude in comparison with this, to be cajled a " much 
sorer punishment?" I should pity the man. who^ could so 
trifle' with his own judgment, and his reputation for sanity, 
as to say it was not ! Mr. Franklin knows that it was ; and 
he knows, too, that this is the very punishment the apostle 
alluded to by the "much sorer punishment." " A little re- 
morse of conscience," indeed ! This is all gammon, my 
friends. But you can all understand why it is that my op? 
ponent prefers misrepresentation and ridicule, to argument. 
But I must not complain. 

My friend complains because I call his punishment " tor- 
ture" and " misery." I want to know what turning and 
roasting in an orthodox hell is, but torture and misery! It 
is not punishment — the punishment of the Bible \ and that 
is the reason I don't call it punishment, nor chastisement ! 

He does not attempt to remove my third objection — that 
" endless punishment can do no good ;" but tries to ridicule 
the idea of my hell doing any good ! It is none of h'is busi- 
ness whether my hell does any good or not; that is not the 
question. Let him show how his \\e\\— endless punishment, 
can do any good, and then I will attend to him. 

In reply to my fourth objection, he says "divine justice 
will inflict that punishment which he has threatened, and be 
satisfied all the time." You recollect that I said.divinei 
justice could never be satisfied, according jo this doctrine: but 
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Mr. Franklin says it will "be satisfied all the time /" I won* 
der if the man knows what is meant by justice being satis- 
fied 1 When justice is satisfied, punishment must cease, as 
a matter of course. But as this punishment is to be endless, 
I repeat, justice can never be satisfied ! It is nonsense to 
say it will be satisfied all the time ! I admit, it will be all 
the time satisfying, but it will never be satisfied. Conse- 
quently, I believe the doctrine is false. 

My fifth objection, that "the doctrine of endless punish- 
ment does violence to man's reason, and the better part of 
his nature," the gentleman passes, by simply remarking that 
"it simply strikes me in that way." Well, this is probably 
the best he could say. 

I objected in the next place, that, according to my friend's 
doctrine, "very few would be saved." He tries to get round 
this by saying that my doctrine does not help the matter any. 
He does not know, he says, that 1 have any saved from my 
hell ! He must recollect that they may pass through my hell 
and be saved in Heaven afterwards. AH sin, more or less, 
and all suffer, more or less, in* my hell ; yet all will finally 
be saved — not from hell, of course, but froin sin, mortality, 
and death ; but there is no afterwards to his hell — no re- 
demotion. So you see there is quite a difference between us; 
and I leave it to you to decide whieh of us has the best hell ! 

My hearers, in view of this doctrine of endless torture 
you may year God, and you may tremble in dread of his anger, 
and you may repent and pray — but you cannot love him ! — 
You may Jancy you love him, and you may flatter your- 
selves into the idea that you really do love him ; but it is all 
imaginary. There is no loveliness in a Being that can deal 
thus with creatures ; and without we see something lovely in 
the character of our Heavenly Father, it is impossible to 
love him. I could not love such a Being if I would ; and 1 
tell you more, I would not if 1 could. The character which 
this doctrine ascribes to the Almighty renders him unworthy 
the love of a single intelligent creature ! 

My eighth objection is, that this doctrine " represents God 

as acting contrary to his law;" that is, to "return good for 

evil." My friend thinks that a hell in this world, then, 

would also be contrary to his law. But he must recollect 

.that although God punishes us here for our sins, he does not 
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inflict any more punishment than is for our good — than is 
necessary to a good end ; and that all his chastisements are 
directed by infinite love. But we cannot say this in view of 
endless punishment; that cannot be "overcome with good;" 
for there is no afterwards, to it ! He says, " to punish a 
man in this world for sin, is certainly contrary to the princi- 
ple, 'overcome evil with good,' if future punishment woiilb! 
be." My friends I have not said anything about future pun- 
ishment. I care not whether the punishment be in this 
world or the future, so that it is limited and results in good. 
But the question is endless punishment ; and the gentleman 
is not going to escape the force of my argument by talking 
about "future punishment!" Let that be remembered. 

My ninth objection is that this doctrine is a contradiction 
of the scriptures. My friend, instead of paying any attention 
to it, undertakes to show that Universalism also contradicts the 
the scriptures, by quoting a number of texts of doubtful mean- 
ing, and then says Universalism denies them! This is a sin- 
gular way to answer an objection! I am astonished that the 
gentleman should again introduce 2 Tim. iv. 1 — "who shall 
judge the quick and the dead at his appearing and his king- 
dom," after what was said on that passage when we were on 
the first proposition! Has he forgot the defeat he met with 
then? I showed clearly — in fact the passage declares it— 
that this judging the quick and the dead was to take place at 
Christ's appearing in his kingdom; and that, as 1 have showed, 
has long since been accomplished. 

He quotes Heb. ix. 27— "it is appointed unto men once to 
die, but after this the judgment," but as we are not discussing 
the subject of judgment, this text is not to the point. I take 
a very different view of it, I presume, from the gentleman, but 
I cannot stop here to give it. 

He also refers to the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, 
and to- Matth. xxv. 46 — ''and these shall go away into ever- 
lasting punishment, but the righteous into life eternal," Let 
him introduce those passages as proof texts, and say that he 
relies on them as such, and he will find me ready to attend 
to him. Otherwise I shall take no notice of them. 

If any doctrine under heaven is calculated to "make the. 
heart of the righteous sad," it is the doctrine of endless pun- 
ishment! They are {those who believe it) «aH their lifetime 
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subject to bondage," from a fear that they may haare to endure 
it ; and though they may escape it themselves, they know 
that some of their friends must suffer it if it be true. And 
what is better calculated to "strengthen the hands of the 
wicked that he should not return from his evil way by promis- 
ing him life," than to tell him that "sin is pleasant — there is 
no punishment in this world — and that he may live in the 
pleasant enjoyment of sin all his days, so he just repent and 
be baptized a few hours before he dies — he will then escape 
all punishment and go straight to heaven." This text in Ezelc. 
xiii. 22, is an unfortunate text for my friend, and 1 am very 
much astonished that he should refer to it ! 

He next quotes Rev. xxi. 8, and xx. 12, where certain char- 
acters were "cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, which 
is the second death." The gentleman, I suppose, under- 
stands this all literally, and although it has nothing to do with 
the question in debate, I will say a few words about this "lake of 
fire and brimstone," lest he should think I am afraid of it! 
In Rev. xix. 20, we read, "and the beast was taken, and with him 
the false prophet that wrought miracles hefore him, with which 
he deceived them that had received the mark of the beast, 
and them that worshipped his image. They both were cast 
alive into a lake of fire burning with brimstone. And the 
remnant were slnin with the sword of him that sat upon the 
horse: * * and all the fowls were filled with their flesh." 
is. this to be in the eternal world? Again, "the beast that 
thou sawest* was, and is not; and shall ascend out of the 
bottomless pit, and go into perdition, [is not this bottomless 
pit the "lake of fire and brimstone?"] and they that dwell 
on the earth shall wander (whose names were not written 
in the book of life, &c.,) when they beheld the beast that was, 
and is not, and yet is." — Rev. xvii. 8. So those that dwell on 
the earth were to see all this. Does this prove ertdless pun- 
ishment? But again, Rev. xx. 14, "and death and hell were 
cast into the lake of fire, this is the second death." Will my 
friend tell us whether death and hell are to suffer endless 
punishment? If not, then neither arte the beast, and the false 
prophet, and other wicked characters that were to be cast into 
the lake of fire and brimstone. Please recollect this. 

I will now proceed to offer some more objections to this 
doctrine. As Mr. Franklin does not seem disposed to pro- 
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ceed with the affirmative, I can do no better than to fill up 
my time by presenting what I conceive to be objections to the 
doctrine. He has not given us a single proof text in his last! 
1 hope he will do better in his next. 
... My tenth objection is that the doctrine of endless punish- 
ment makes the devil, every way, a greater being than God ! 
I know it is generally believed that God is the wisest and most 
powerful being in the universe, and the scriptures say that he 
shall finally be "all in all," and that "the devil and all his 
works shall be destroyed;" — but if this doctrine be true, the 
devil will get far the largest portion of manknd, and will live 
and torment them as long as God himself shall endure ! God 
and the devil are opposed to each other ; the one is seeking 
the salvation jof mankind, the other his 'eternal, ruin. Now 
I ask, if the devil succeds in getting four-fifths or more of 
them into hell, whether he will not prove to be more powerful 
than God? [ Time exjyired.] 
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MR. FRANKLIN'S THIRD SPEECH. 



Gentleman Moderators : 

My friend, Mr. Manford, seems unwilling to^pvm that 
he was angry; but if he uses such language as that con- 
tained in his speech before his last, when he is in a good hu- 
mor, it rrtekes the matter still worse for him. But he 
used some strange language in his last speech for a man in 
good humor. I am by no means jesting, but say what I 
think, and what many others think, But if he will be in a 
good humor in time 10 £Oirre, we will look over it. 

He is still in trouble about my dividing and subdividing my 
proposition, I never knew before, that it was an offence 
to divide a proposition into three heads. I thought my 
opponent had debated the question before us, so frequently, 
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that he was prepared for any course one could pursue; 
but it appears that throwing the proposition into three simple 
heads or propositions, has thrown him into such a perfect 
confusion, that he is almost ready to declare that lie will not 
debate at all. Indeed, he has threatened repeatedly, that he 
will not reply to my arguments. Well, that is jusuwhat* 
I expected ; I knew that he could not reply, and of course 
that he would not. 1 am not so unreasonable as to want him 
to do what I know he cannot. If he were to advance 
any thing that 1 could not reply to, perhaps 1 would not try. 

He appears now to be satisfied th« the wicked will be 
punished after death? and the only point now upon which he 
seems concerned, is the duration of that punishment; and 
consequently, he says, " I shall continue to urge upon 
him the necessity of coming up to this point, and shall 
pay but little or no attention to any thing he says." 

The gentleman argued in his speech before the last, 
that the doctrine of endless punishment could not be 
true, as so great a portion of the world do not know 
it. In reply, I said that Universalism could not then, be true, 
for a much greater portion of the world did not know 
anything about it. In his last speech, he comes forward, 
and replies to his own argument, by asking, with an air 
of triumph, "How many, I ask, believe in Campbellism, or 
know anything about it V 9 It is no difference to me how 
many or how few, for I admit that the argument has iio 
force in it ; but I simply used it to show that, if the argument 
was .good, it would (disprove his own doctrine. But he 
proceeds to say, that " if so awful a doctrine as endless pun- 
ishment be true, then the world ought to know it, that 
they might have a chance to avoid it; but the fact that but a 
small portion of mankind know anything about it, even if it 
be true, is pretty good evidence that it is false." I say then, 
if this logic be worth anything, the "fact that but a small 
portion of mankind know anything about" Universalism, 
"is pretty good evidence that it is false." If the logic 
is good in one case, it is in xh» other. " For." he says, 
"Our Heavenly Father would not be*likely to place his chil- 
dren in such iminent danger— ?where their eternal inter- 
ests are at stake — without giving them warning of it, in 
a manner, too, not to be misunderstood," But has not 
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God given just such warning ? Our Lord speaks of eternal 
punishment and eternal damnation, and if he is not warned 
by it, the reason must be that he does not believe the Lord's 
language. 

But he now allows that none ought to know it, if there is to 
be another punishment, but that it is not so important 
to know of the hell of which he speaks, for men pass through 
his hell, but cannot go through an endless hell. That is just 
what we have been telling Universalists, all the time; that if 
a man is once convinced that there is no hell, only something 
that he will pass through in this life, he will then think, it 
is of but little importance whether he knows anything about 
it or not, for if he gets into hell, he will get out again. But 
I did not expect the gentleman to own right out, as he did in 
his last speech, that it is so much more important to the world 
to know our doctrine, if it be true, than it is to know his doc- 
trine, if it be true. In this, he has as good as conceded that 
if his doctrine be true, it is not material whether you know 
it or not. In this, he will find very many who will agree 
with him. My friend says, " if it is true, it would be better 
for the world, if every body was acquainted with Universal- 
ism, and believed in it ; but then there is not so much, noth- 
ing in fact, at stake, if Universalism be true, in comparison 
with what there is, if endless punishment be true." No, 
.gentlemen, if your doctrine be true, there is "nothing in 
fact at stake," whether you know it or not. Do you 
think Paul would have preached and suffered as he did, 
to make known the. gospel, if there was "nothing in fact, 
at stake," as my opponent now admits, is the case, if his 
doctrine be true ? My Universalian friends, you need\not 
pay the gentleman for preaching, writing, and publishing his 
doctrine, for he now says "there is nothing in fact at stake," 
whether you know it or not, if the doctrine be true. But 
there is something great at stake, if it is not true, as he 
has now ad milted. 

Mr. Manford has gone through another lengthy argument, 
or rather, has gone over the same long argument again, 
to prove that the persons standing without the kingdom, and 
knocking at the door, crying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, 
were in the kingdom. Now, to make short of a long story, 
I would ask the gentleman the question : did Christ command 
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his hearers to "strive to enter in at the strait gate," who 
were already in I Did he say, to those already in the king- 
dom, "you will seek to enter in, and shall not be able?" 
Were they within, when the Lord said, they should "stand 
without ?" He has now given sufficient evidence that he 
does not believe this passage. Although the Lord said, they 
should strive to enter in, and should not be able> and stand 
without; he faces Jesus, and declares that they were in 
already. If he can prove that persons whom Jesus rep- 
resents as "standing without," were actually within, he may 
prove his favorite position, that "all the wicked will be 
saved." 

But how does he make out his proof? By quoting 
passages where the church is called the kingdom, but I deny 
that he meant the church in this passage, for the Master has 
never shut the door of the church, and persons have never 
strived to enter in and were not able. Nor have any 
ever been thrust away from the door of the church, who 
cried, Lord, Lord, open unto us. The church is sometimes 
called the kingdom, and sometimes kingdom means heaven 
itself, as in this passage. "Flesh and blood cannot inherit the 
kingdom of God." It is the gate of the kingdom that 
will be shut against all who do iniquity. The words "thrust 
out," as the original from which they come, simply mean, 
"thrust n way." This passage* then, stands in all its force 
against Universalism, alluding to the everlasting kingdom, 
which is not inheiited by flesh and blood, and into which those 
who do iniquity can never enter. He has made nothing in 
the shape of a reply on this point — indeed, he has scarcely 
made a genteel quibble. 

The gentleman now admits the conditional ity of those pas- 
sages, upon which I accused him of renouncing his doctrine 
in his former speech, but allows there is a shade of difference 
in our application of them. lie allows they have no refer- 
ence to a future state. Well, let us consider briefly ; "Lay 
up treasure in heaven." Where does "in heaven " meant 
Just a few words before he came to this passage, he stated 
that 1 admitted that "the wicked go to heaven." When he 
said this, I thought he meant some place besides this world"; 
. but now laying up treasure in heaven, has no reference 
to any other worjd than this ! ! I told the gentleman, in my 
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first speech, that I expected he would bring heaven into this 
world. But he says now, it means the same as "set your 
affections on things above." What a luminous divine ! But 
you will remember, he admits that the language is condi 
tional. The condition is, if you "lay up treasure in heaven, 
you will be rich in heaven, but my friend's doctrine is, 
that you shall have treasure in heaven, whether you lay it up 
or not. 

But "seek those things which are above," is also con- 
ditional. The condition is, if you seek you shall find. But 
the gentleman's doctrine is that you shall have those things 
above, whether you seek them or not. But to change it to 
suit his present quibble, the "things above," simply mean 
things on earth. But the things above, were where Chi ist sits 
on the right hand of God. If you want those things you 
must seek them. 

The gentleman seems greatly puzzled to know what to do 
with the good foundation against the time to come, hut allows 
that it "in all probability, alluded to the time of tronble, 
which was soon to come upon the Jewish nation." That 
was a beautiful'thought, truly ! It was an important item for 
the apostle, to have Timothy charge the rich men in the. city 
of Ephesus, in Asia Minor, to be benevolent, &c thus lay- 
ing up a good foundation against the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, a city in the southern part of Palestine, some eight hun- 
dred or a thousand miles distant! ! What a clear and lucid 
exposition of scripture ! And, I suppose, they would lay 
hold on eternal life, in the city of Ephesus, when Jerusalem 
would be destroyed!! How plain all this is! Well, I 
declare ; I now think less of Universalism than ever. It 
represents the God of eternity, as encouraging christian men 
to good works, and promises them a good foundation against 
the time to come and eternal life, by which he means no bet- 
ter foundation or life, than they already had! Yet, my 
friend can talk long and loud about the character of God ! 

My friend makes quite an attempt at witticism on Ront. 2: 7, 
and allows that we will not hear much more on that passage; 
but in this he is mistaken. I saw nothing terrifying, or even 
new in all he said. But he is not pleased with the manner in 
which I answered the question, " can immortality be obtained 
by seeking for it?" And why is he not pleased ? Simply 
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because 1 did not answer in a way that would give him some 
capital. But did I not answer fairly ? We were talking of 
the immortality of Rom. 2 : 7, and I answered that it can be 
obtained by seeking for it. This he now admits, and sets off 
to show that it can bo had in this world. And how does he 
do this ? Why, to be sure, the Greek word aphtharsia is in 
some other places translated sincerity ! But why did not be 
tell you that the same word is translated " incorruption," four 
times in the 15th chapter 1 Corinthians, where he has refer- 
red it to the future state a thousand times 1 I know exactly 
the quibble the gentleman intended to make, and conse- 
quently answered him, that "the" immortality spoken of 
here could be obtained by seeking for it ; and he now grants 
this, and as the Greek word aphtharsia is used in the very 
same sense here, it is 1 Cor. 1 5 : 4t, 50, 53, 54, and as he 
.admits it to refer to the future world in the latter places, he 
cannot avoid it in the former passage. 

I deny the propriety of the gentleman's translation of the 
word in question, in Rem. 2:7. A man may be sincere, but 
there is no propriety in enjoining it upon him to seek sinceri- 
ty. You might as well talk about seeking honesty, seeking 
candor, &c, as seeking sincerity. You cannot find a trans- 
lator of any note in the world that will bear you out, in 
translating that word, in that passage, sincerity. But, as 1 
said before, the word is used in the same sense as in 1 Cor. 
15, and as the gentleman always refers it to the future world 
in the latter place, he is bound to in the former. I cannot 
say of him, as he did of me, that he always leaves a " loop 
hole " to slip out at, for he has not left himself even a "loop 
hole " to slip out at. When a man will try to explain away 
immortality so as to be something in this world, for the sake 
of getting clear of hell, I confess that he is more easily 
alarmed by the smell of brimstone than most men ! 

In my last speech, I admonished my Universalian friends 
not to expect too much of Mr. Manford ; and presented a few 
plain points which I knew he could not answer; and the gen- 
tleman was so struck with the force of them, that he made 
not the slightest effort to answer them, but adopted the same 
plan of argument, to see if he could not confound me in the 
same way. But in the place of adopting his plan, in slip- 
ping by without noticing my proof-texts, I shall take tftose 
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alluded to h/f him, and examine them one by one. He says, 
1. " Whearthe Bible says, * God will have all men to be 
saved, and come to the knowledge of the truth,* do you ex- 
pect him to prove that God will not have all men to be saved?" 
But there is not an intimation in this passage that it means 
future salvation. Not only so, but it simply expresses the 
willingness of God that all men should be saved. It is the 
will of God that all men should be Christians ; or as ex- 
pressed in the 8th verse of the same chapter, it is the will of 
God that men should pray every where ; yet all men are not 
christians, and all men do not pray. 

2. The next passage is, " the Lord will not cast off for- 
ever." Sam. 3 : 31. I should like to hear the gentleman 
tell how long " forever " is. If forever means only a little 
while, as he will be compelled to say before long, I don't see 
any force in the passage. It will simply be, " the Lord will 
not cast off a little while." But he is bound to apply the 
passage to the coming world, or it proves nothing for him ; 
for he admits that God does cast off forever, as far as this 
world is concerned. If, then, it be applied to the eternal 
state, the passage implies that men will be cast off, but not 
forever. Thus you perceive that he cannot apply it to the 
coming state without giving up his doctrine. The expression 
evidently relates to the Jewish nation, over whom the prophet 
was lamenting, aud who has since been cast off as a nation, 
but are not to be cast off forever. But David did say to 
Solomon, " If thou seek him," (the Lord) " he will be found 
of thee : but if thou forsake him, he will cast tliee off for- 
ever ." 

3. "I will not contend forever." Isa. 57 : 16. How 
long is forever? The gentleman will tell you that it is only 
a little while. Well, then, the simple idea is, " I will not 
contend a little while" Is that the meaning of the passage? 
He will tell you no, but that it means, " I will not contend 
endlessly." Well, does it refer to the future state? He 
must say it does, or the argument is worth nothing ; and if 
it does, then he has God contending with the wicked after 
death, and has therefore renounced his doctrine. But he is 
obliged to bring it intothis*world, and therefore it relates not 
to the question before us. 

4. "Death, the last enemy, shall be destroyed." 1 Cor. 
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15: 26. When will "death, the last enemy, be destroyed?" 
At the resurrection of the dead, responds every Universalist. 
Well, how will death be destroyed, at the resurrection of the 
dead? The apostle John answers : "And death and hell 
were cast into the lake of fire. This is the second death." 
Rev. 10: 14. The gentleman, then, is right in saying that 
death shall be destroyed at the resurrection; for John had 
just spoken of the dead, small and great, standing before 
God, and being judged, and tells us of the destruction of 
death and hell, in the lake of fire. But what are the" words 
that follow immediately after? "And whosoever was not 
found in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire." 
Rev. 20: 14. Here, then, my friend finds death, hell, and 
those not in the book of life, at the resurrection of the dead, 
cast into the lake of fire, which is the second death. He 
may therefore bid a final farewell to Universalism. 

5. The gentleman also quoted the words: "All the ends 
of the world shall remember, and turn unto the Lord, and all 
the kindreds of the nations shall worship before him. Ps. 
22: 27. But as neither of us believe there will be any turn- 
ing unto the Lord in the world to come, we must find some 
place to apply the passage in this world, where people do 
turn unto the Lord. Any person who can find where God 
poured out of his spirit upon "aZ/ flesh," can easily find 
where the other nations, or the Gentiles, as well as the Jews, 
"remembered and turned to the Lord." 

6. My friend referred to the promise to. Abraham, but 
forgot to tell you that Paul teaches that the promise is to be 
"given to them that believe." Gal. 3: 22. He would add, 
1 suppose, the words, and to them that believe not also. 
That is his doctrine, twist it as he may. 

7.' My friend quotes, "God is love." Yes, "God is love;" 
not God will be love. In connection with this* he quotes, 
"He is good unto all, and his tender mercies are over all his 
works." This also is in the present tense; and does not 
say that God will be good unto all, and that his tender- 
mercies will be pv^r all. Well, if "God is love;" "i* 
good," and "his mercies are over all," what does all that 
prove? Why, Mr. M. says, that notwithstanding all his love 
and tender mercies, he punishes men in hell — pours out 
upon them the fierceness and wrath of Almighty God, in this 
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World. Well, God is unchangeable; and if he is love, is 
good and merciful, as he certainly is, and yet has destroyed 
men with a flood, in the red sea, with fire and brimstone, as 
in the case of Sodom, I can see nothing to hinder the same 
love and goodness from punishing men forever. I do not, 
therefore, attempt to prove that God is not good, or that he 
is hatred, but that he can be good and merciful, and punish 
men at the same time. You do not therefore expect any too 
much of me. when you expect me to refute every one of 
my friend's arguments. That is just what I want you to 
expect of me, and I shall not beg off from it, as he did in his 
last speech, although he was the respondant, and bound to 
reply, or at least to try; but, as 1 said before, he cannot, and 
therefore his friends ought not to be offended at him if he 
does not. 

The gentleman still keeps squirming under his statement 
in his first speech. He said, "I believe that by neglecting 
or improving our talents in this world, we may effect our fu- 
ture situation. " He wants to know now, if he does "be- 
lieve that improving or neglecting our talents in this world, 
will have some effect on our characters and mental capaci- 
ties in the future world ; what has this to do with endless 
punishment ?" I answer him again, as I did before, that it 
proves that a finite creature, in a finite state, can do some- 
thing that will effect an infinite state ; and if this neglect in 
this life can subject a man to some of the lower degrees of 
glory, when he first enters heaven, that this disadvantage at 
the start may keep him in the lower degrees perpetually and 
thus prove an infinite evil. In this he has yielded up the 
argument that a finite creature can no nothing that can effect 
an infinite state, in doing which he has given up the bottom 
corner stone of his whole edifice. To add to the strength of 
this, he now says, " it is very rational that there will be dif- 
ference of character in the future slate, and degrees in hap- 
piness, according to the improvements and moral attainments 
acquired in this life." That is just what we have been tell- 
ing our Universal ian friends all the time ; but we never 
could get them to own it before. They always denied that 
it was "rational" for the difference in character to follow 
men into the world to come. But Mr. M. now says, " it is 
very rational to suppose that there will be difference of char' 
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acltr in the fuiure state." Yes, and that difference is effect- 
ed by our conduct in this world, and even the resurrection 
does not chance it ! and e\en Mr. Manford thinks it "very 
rational. 9 ' Well, he is right; and it is equally rational lo 
suppose that if his wicked character follows him into the fu- 
ture state, he must be saved in his sins or not saved at all, 
and if he does not believe in men being saved in their sins, 
it must be that they are not saved at all. My friend has thus 
virtually admitted that a man's character will follow hiin 
into the future state, and, if bad, prove an infinite evil, in 
depriving him everlastingly of that happiness which he might 
have attained to had he ponducted himself right in this world. 

My friend says, "God is the Author of everything." But 
the Bible says of the devil, " he is a liar, and the father of 
lies." Here, then, is one thing of which God is not the 
father or the author. Our God is not the father of lies, the 
author of murder; but that the author of these abomina- 
tions, the gentleman has substantially asserted, in saying 
that "he is the author of everything." I was sorry to hear 
him manifest such a malicious spirit towards the Almighty 
Creator. He says, ''if the doctrine be true, (the doctrine of 
endless punishraen,) then I charge God with being the au- 
thor of an infinite evil." You need not wonder if he should 
never be convinced, for he hates the doctrine of endless 
punishment, so that he m\\ hate the Almighty God if he 
shall see fit to inflict it on any human being, and in his rage 
and bluster says: "If the doctrine be true, then I charge 
God with being the author of an infinite evil." You can 
now see how much confidence he has in the wisdom of God. 
Although he quotes God's word to you, when he thinks He 
can find a little scrap that he can twist into a proof of his 
doctrine, yet he would not believe a word in the Bible, or 
endorse its authority, if he should find that it decides against 
him ; but, on the contrary, "if this doctrine be true, then he 
charges God !" Yes, if the Almighty Jehovah shall dare 
punish any human being eternally, he declares that he will 
hate him forever, and charge him with being the author of 
an infinite evil : All that will be but a poor mitigation of the 
sufferings of hell, if he shall find himself one of its miser* 
able victims. He will find it "hard to kick against the goads." 

He says, of punishment, "we may not see how it is, be- 
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cause we cannot see the end ; but God can see it ; and God, 
being good and wise, we have aright to conclude that he 
will not permit temporary evil, unless it is finally to eventu- 
ate in good.,' He thus admits that " we may not be able to 
see" how the punishments God inflicts upon the wicked 
eventuate in good, yet he allows they do; and how does he 
prove it 1 Why, because God is good and wise, and conse- 
quently could not do wrong. That sounds like he was coming 
to his senses That is all I ask relative to future pun- 
ishment. " We may not be able to see how it is, because 
we cannot see the end, but God can see it ; and God, be- 
ing good and wise, we have a right to conclude that 
he would not permit" endless punishment, "unless it is to 
eventuate in good." He is bound to say the same of some 
punishments which he admits. But he says, " God can see 
it." So I say of endless punishmerJt; "God can see' it:" 
and be it ever far from me tor "charge God," because I am 
too ignorant to see all that he sees. 

The gentleman politely told you that it was none of my 
business whether his hell does any good or not. This is the 
way he talks when he is in a good humor, I suppose ! None 
of my business, I suppose, indeed ! No matter what kind of 
nonsense he tries to impose on this people, I suppose! It is 
"none of your business !" Universalism is truly hard press- 
ed j when it brings forth such language from its defender as 
this ! My business or not, I shall take upon me occasional- 
ly to allude to the restraining nature of his hell. You might 
as well think to deter the tapster from his cups by telling 
him that his face would be red, as to think of deterring men 
from sin, by telling them that they are now in hell. 

The gentlemen says, "I care not whether the punishment 
be in this world or the future, so that it is limited in its dura* 
lion, and results in good." And just before he said this, ho 
said, "my friends, I have not said anything about future 
punishment." How did this sound in your ears, after hear- 
ing him try so hard to prove that the coming of Christ to 
judge the world was past '? Yes, on day before yesterday all 
judgment and all punishment was past ; but, now, he has 
said nothing about future punishment, and he does not care 
whether it is in this or the future world. Well, it is time 
1 should confine myself more particularly to the duration of 
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punishment, since he has come so near admitting the rest of 

the question. 

1 now proceed to introduce Matt. 25: 46, in a formal manner 
to the attention of my friend, as he is so modest that he cannot 
give it any attention without a formal introduction. "And 
these shall go away into everlasting punishment; but the 
righteous into lifo eternal." In this passage the words 
"everlasting" and "eternal" are both from the same Greek 
word. That word is aionion. It is not used here to express 
the kind of punishment or life, but to express the duration 
of each. No one can deny that the life mentioned here is 
endless, and this word 'eternal' expresses its unlimited dura- 
tion. In the same sentence, tV>cn, from the lips of the same 
speaker, in reference to the Fame state, is the same word 
found to express the duration of the punishment of the dis- 
obedient, which is used to express the duration of the life 
of the righteous. I ask, then, by what rule of interpreta- 
tion, and by what kind of logic, does any man make this 
word, used by the same speaker, in the same sentence, oi 
unlimited duration, when applied to the life of the righte- 
ous, but of limited duration when applied to the punishment 
of the wicked? Oertainly by no rule or law of language, 
or anything else, only a determination to say it is so, be- 
cause it so. 

But I now call your attention to Greenfield's Greek lexi- 
con t and there find the first definition of the Greek word 
aionion to be unlimited as to duration, and the only two re- 
maining definitions are eternal and everlasting. That the 
word is defined right is proved by Paul, who knew what it 
does mean. In speaking of the priesthood of Christ, he says, 
"who is made, not after the law of a carnal commandment, 
but after the power of an endless life." Why does he call 
the life of which he is speaking endless? He answers in 
the very next words : "For he testifieth, Thou art a priest 
forever." Heb. 7 : 16, 17. Paul calls the life of which he 
is speaking endless, because God said it was forever. In 2 
Cor. 14 : 18, he gives us another clue to the meaning of this 
word. He says, "the things which are seen are temporal ; 
but the things which are not seen are eternal." These tempo- 
ral punishments which are seen, are not the punishments the 
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Savior speaks of in my proof-text ; but the eternal punish- 
ment of which he speaks is not seen in this mortal state. — 
What does any man care for authorities, who, in the face 
of all this, will contend for a limited duration for the punish- 
ment of the wicked in the coming world, or no punishment 
at all, as is the case with some ? Such persons are proof 
against all authority, all reason, and all argument, and noth- 
ing will deliver them from the fearful delusion which has 
swallowed them up, but the revelation of the Lord Jesus, 
when ever tongue will be compelled to acknowledge the jus- 
tice of the ways of God. 

The gentleman can. make but one effort to avoid the force 
of this word ; and that will be to show that it has been ap- 
plied in a limited sense ; but that can be done with any word 
in human speech . Even the word endless is used where it does ' 
not literally mean endless. Paul speaks of " endless genealo-. 
gies," where all know that it must be used in a limited 
sense ; but he would be a most stupid critic who would refer 
to this passage to determine the meaning of the word end- 
less. Even the words perpetual and unlimited are frequent- 
ly used in a limited sense. The same is true of any word 
in human speech ; and had I been given choice among all 
the words with which I am acquainted, I could not have 
found one more expressive of unlimited duration, than eter- 
nal and everlasting, or the Greek ai onion from which they 
come. If there is then one word under Heaven that could 
prove my position, the word applied to the duration of pun- 
ishment by the Lord himself, will prove it. 

In looking over the single book of Revelations, you will find 
the words forever and ever to occur thirteen times. Of this 
number the expression is five times applied to the life of 
Christ, and the life of God, in the following manner : " Him 
that liveth forever and ever." Once it is applied to the 
reign of the saints with Christ, as follows : " And they shall 
reign forever and ever." Three times this expression is 
applied to the praises of God as follows: "Blessing and 
glory, and wisdom, and thanksgiving, and honor, and power, 
and might, be unto our God, forever and ever." v Once it t 
is applied to the reign of Christ, as follows : " And he shall 
reign forever and ever." Now beyond all dispute, this ex- 
pression is applied to that which is of endless duration, in 



?9? THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION. 

each of [the ten places to which 1 have referred, and the 
words forever and ever are used to express that duration, 
and can mean nothing else in those passages. 

Once this expression is applied to the beast and the false 
prophet, whom the Divine Spirit declared, "shall be tor- 
mented day and night, forever and ever. 19 Another occur- 
rence of this expression you will find in the following : " And 
after these things, I heard a great voice of much people in 
Heaven, saying, Allelluia; salvation, and glory, and honor, 
and power unto the Lord our God ; for true and righteous 
are his judgments, for he hath judged the great whore, which 
did corrupt the earth with her fornication, and hast avenged 
the blood of his servants at her hands. Again they said, 
Allelluia: and her smoke rose up forever and ever." This 
expression also occurs at the close of the following wonder- 
ful language of the Holy Book : *' The same shall drink of 
the wine of the wrath of God; which is poured out without 
mixture into the cup of his indignation ; and he shall be tor- 
mented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the holy 
angels, and in presence of the Lamb ; and the smoke of their 
torment ascended forever and ever." 

Now when we read of " Him that liveth forever and ever," 
no one doubts but. the import is, " Him whose life is of un- 
limited duration." When the same expression is applied to 
the praises of God, and to the reign of the saints with Christ, 
no one doubts but it expresses perpetual duration. I ask 
then, in the name of all reason, and in view of the grand so- 
lemnities of the Book concerning which I speak, after admit- 
ing that this expression means unlimited, in ten places out of 
the only thirteen which it has in this btok, by what authority 
does any man say, that the other three occurrencies have a 
different signification I Certainly nothing was ever more ar- 
bitrary, than to admit the unlimited duration expressed by 
this phrase in ten places, and then, in the same book, from the 
same pen, deny the same duration as expressed by the same 
words. No one but a most perfect tyrant, could thus force 
and torture the same words, from the pen of the same writer, 
in the same book, in reference to the same state, to mean of 
unlimited duration in ten places, and to mean of limited 
duration in the remaining three ; when no such thing is im- 
plied in the text or context, either prefixed or affixed. 
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Now, I ask the gentleman, what language the Almighty 
could have used, that would express endless punishment, if 
that which 1 have produced does not 1 If men may be in 
" danger of eternal damnation," "go into everlasting punish- 
ment," and be " tormented day and night forever and ever," 
** where the worm dieth not and and the fire is not quenched," 
and not suffer endless punishment ; then, indeed, there is no 
language under Heaven that can prove endless punishment. 

The gentleman has expressed a great desire to get into the 
merits of the question, touching the duration of punishment ; 
but I expect to see him now ramble all over the creation, 
and have more to say about every thing else than the passages 
I have introduced. Will he refer to any lexicons to get the 
definitions of the words I have relied upon ? , We shall see. 
But you need not expect him to be convinced, for he now de- 
clares, that if my position is true, God is the author of infi- 
nite evil, he charges it upon God, and he now says, " I 
could not love such a being if I would, and I tell you more, 
I would not if I could." Convince such a man ! In the sa- 
cred name of reason, how would you convince him ? He 
would despise the Almighty Jehovah, should he be compelled 
to admit that he decides against him ; and if he should find 
he is mistaken, he decides now, that he will hate God for- 
ever. This shows how much regard he has for the wisdom 
of God. [ Time expired.] 
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MR. MANFORD'S THIRD SPEECH. 



My Fbtends: 

Mr. Franklin commences his last speech with his old song, 
about my being angry, or in a bad humor 1 The gentleman 
has made himself extremely ridiculous on this subject ; in- 
deed he is quite childish! — and one would think that he ought, 
by this time, to be ashamed of himself! but no ; like some 
little boy who is determined to have the last word — "if you 
were not angry, you acted like you were — if you were in a 
good humor, 1 should hate to see you in a bad humor !" It 
must be apparent to you all, my friends, that he resorts to 
this course, when he has nothing else to say — a kind of hobby, 
When he finds himself used up. You may set it down as a 
matter of fact then, that whenever he gets to talking about my 
being angry, he is in a bad predicament, and don't know what 
else to say ! 

My friends, I am in no trouble about "dividing or subdivid- 
ing the proposition." We agreed to debate a certain propo- 
sition, viz: endless punishment; and he may "divide and 
subdivide," and raise as many other questions as he pleases, 
one thing is certain, he cannot draw me away from the ques- 
tion I agreed to discuss. He may take whatever course he 
pleases; all 1 have to say is — I shall not reply to any thing 
that does not bear directly upon the proposition. 

He misrepresents me, and says that which he knows to be 
false, when he says that I " appear to be satisfied that the 
wicked will be punished after death." He knows I believe in 
no such tiling ! But punishment after death is not the ques- 
tion between us, and therefore I do not choose to discuss it. 

He is guilty of an equally base and wilful misrepresentation, 
when he represents me as saying there is "nothing at stake," 
if Universalism be true ! I said, and I say again, that there 
is nothing at stake if Universalism be true, in comparison 
with what there is at stake, if endless punishment be true. — 
And there being so much at stake — indeed a whole eternity — 
if the latter doctrine be true, I argued that it could not be 
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true, from the fact that but a small portion of the world knows 
any thing about it. Such a palpable misrepresentation does 
not speak very well either for a man's head or heart! 

But he says, "God has given just such warning"— "Our Lord 
speaks of eternal punishment, and eternal damnation." True 
enough ; and now admitting, for the sake of the argument, 
that the New Testament teaches the doctrine of endless pun- 
ishment, how many I ask, know anything about the New Tes- 
tament? — how many, in comparison with the whole world, 
know anything of the gospel? Admit all the gentleman asks 
for, and it does not meet my argument, by a thousand miles ! 
So I repeat that if the doctrine of endless punishment were 
true, — a doctrine in which there would be so much at stake, 
God would have taken measures to have made the fact known 
to the world — to the whole world — and in a way too, that all 
would have known it long ago. The presumption is, there- 
fore, that the doctrine is not true ! 

Mr. Franklin still holds on to the idea that the "kingdom of 
God" means heaven! And although I showed positively in my 
last that if the "kingdom of God," and "kingdom of heaven," 
mean heaven, then the wicked go to heaven ; for we read of the 
wicked being "thrust out" of the "kingdom" — of gathering* out 
of his kingdom" things "that offend" — of "the children of the 
kingdom" being "cast out," and of "the kingdom of heaven" 
gathering of "every kind;" yet notwithstanding all this, he thinks 
1 failed to prove the fact, because in the passage he quoted, the 
Savior speaks of their "standing without," and knocking at the 
door for entrance! Now in this very same passage, where they 
are represented as "standing without," (Luke xiii, 24 — 28) the 
Savior winds up by saying — "and you yourselves thrust out." 
Thrust out of what? Why out of the kingdom of God — con- 
sequently they must have been in the kingdom. 

But in regard to the other passages which I read, the gen- 
tleman allows they refer to the church. He says, "the church 
is sometimes called the kingdom, and sometimes kingdom 
means, heaven itself, as in this passage — * Flesh and blood 
cannot inherit the kingdom of God.' " True enough : in this 
passage, I admit that "kingdom of God" means heaven; and 
1 now challenge Mr. Franklin to find another place in the New 
Testament where either "kingdom," "kingdom of heaven," 
or "kingdom of God," means the immortal state ! Let him 
do so if he can, or forever hold his peace. 
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But he denies that this passage, (Luke xiii,) means the 
church, or kingdom on earth, "for," says he, "the Master has 
never shut to the door of the church." But was not the door 
"shut to" against the Jews? Let us enquire into this a little. 
In the 18th verse of this chapter the Savior saith : "Unto 
what is the kingdom of God like?" That "kingdom of God" 
and "kingdom of heaven" are synonymous here, is evident 
from the fact that in the parallel place in Matt, (xiii, 31) the 
latter phrase is used. The Savior proceeds : " It is like a 
grain of mustard seed, which a man took and cast into his 
garden; and it grew and waxed a great tree." Is heaven 
like a grain of mustard seed ? And did the Savior mean 
that it would "grow and wax a great tree?" "And again he 
said : whereunto shall I liken the kingdom of God? It is like 
leaven which a woman took and.hid in three measures of 
meal, till the whole was leavened. Is heaven * like leaven 
which a woman hid in three measures of meal?' Or does not 
the Savior here allude to the gospel kingdom, or kingdom of 
heaven on earth? Says Dr. Clarke, in speaking of these two 
parables of our Savior — "Both these parables are prophetic^ 
and were intended to show, principally, how, from very small 
beginnings, the gospel of Christ should pervade all the nations 
of the world, and fill them with righteousness and true 
holiness." Now if the Savior does not in these two parables 
allude to the church, or kingdom of heaven on earth, then, all 
I have to say, is, there is no place in the Bible where " king- 
dom of heaven," or "kingdom of God," has such a meaning! 
But the Savior goes right on, and in the 24th verse tells them 
to "strive to enter" into this kingdom "at the strait gate" — 
lest, when the Master shall 'shut to the door,' they shall seek 
to enter, 'and shall not be able.' And then in the 28th verse 
says: "There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth when 
ye shall see Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, and airthe proph- 
ets in the kingdom of God, and you yourselves thrust out." 
Now to whom does he allude here? I answer to the Jews. 
And were they not thrust out of the 'kingdom of God?' was 
it not 'shut' against them? — was it not taken from them and 
given to another nation? As Mr. Franklin may be disposed 
to reject Dr. Clarke's evidence, I will read you what Alexan- 
der Campbell says touching this matter. "When he visited 
Jerusalem the last time, and in the last parable pronounced to 
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them, he told them plainly, ' the kingdom of God should be 
taken from them,' and given to a nation who should make a 
better use of the honors of the kingdom; consequently, at 
that time, the Jews had the kingdom of God.)" {Chris. Rest. 
p. 169.) 

Was heaven taken from the Jews ? And did the Jews at 
that time, have heaven? Mr. Franklin says the church, by 
which he means the " kingdom of heaven," has never been 
shut. I have proved that it was shut to the Jews But 
Mr. Campbell, in speaking of this same subject, (p. 166,) 
quotes this passage : "Alas! for you Scribes and Pharisees! 
for you shut the kingdom of heaven against men, and 
will neither enter yourselves, nor permit others that would, to 
enter." So the kingdom of heaven, or church, was not only 
shut against the Jews, when they were "thrust out," and 
it was taken from them, but even the Scribes and Pharisees 
had power and used it, to shut it against men ! 

But to show you that the Savior meant the "Church" 
or kingdom of God on earth, in this passage, (Luke 13,) 
which Mr. Franklin denies, I will read some more from Mr. 
Campbell. In speaking of the "kingdom" on earth, and of 
the Savior's parables in reference to it, he says, (p. 164,) 
"sometimes he speaks of the administration of its affairs — of 
its king— of its territory — of its progress — of various inci- 
dents in its history. Hence the parable of the sower — of the 
wheat and darnel — of the leaven — of the merchant seeking 
goodly pearls — of the grain of mustard seed," &c. Mr. 
Campbell, you see, mentions'. both of those parables which 
occur in connection with Mr. Franklin's proof-text, (Luke 
18,) of the "leaven," and the "mustard seed," and applies 
them to the kingdom on earth. So I have Dr. Clarke and the 
celebrated A. Campbell, both on my side. I could add more 
names to the list, if I thought it necessary. 

Now, it matters not whether those persons were in the 
kingdom or not, of whom Christ spoke, and who Mr. F. says 
were not in it, because they stood without ; I referred to 
other places to show that the "kingdom of heaven" and 
"kingdom of God," could not mean heaven, in those places, 
without involving the idea that there would be wicked men 
in heaven, an idea which no one admits. But he admits 
that in these places the church is meant, but contends 
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that "kingdom of God," in the passage under consideration 
means heaven. I have therefore confined myself to this 
passage alone, and have, by an appeal to it, and its immedi- 
ate connection, whore the subject is introduced by the 
two parables — the "mustard seed," and the "leaven," shown 
conclusively and beyond refutation, that the "kingdom of 
God," in this place also means the church, or kingdom 
on earth. I have supported this position by Dr. Clarke and 
A. Campbell ; and I presume there is not an eminent com- 
mentator or theologian extant, but would be found to coin- 
cide with the same view. I think I may, therefore say, that I 
have now, at any rate, taken the gentleman's proof-text 
entirely out of his hands; and in such a manner, too, that I 
flatter myself he will not try to regain it ! The passage has 
reference to the kingdom- of God on earth — to the time 
when the Jews were "thrust out," and the "door shut to" 
against them ; it does not therefore apply to the future state, 
and consequently cannot render the gentleman the least 
particle of assistance whatever ! Wonder if he will say 
now that I have scarcely made a "genteel quibble," upon this 
passage ? 

In regard to those passages which I admitted to be condi- 
tional, but denied their application to the future life, it is not 
necessary that I should say much ; they were disposed of in 
my last. I said the "time to come," against which Timothy 
was to charge them to lay up "a good foundation," (1 Tim. 
4,) simply meant a time of necessity — and probably referred 
to the "time of trouble" shortly to come upon the Jewish na- 
tion. Mr. F. ridicules the idea that the people at Ephe- 
sus, could be in any danger from that event, because Ephesus 
was in Asia Minor, a great way from Jerusalem ! He should 
recollect, however, that there were plenty of Jews at Ephe- 
sus, as well as the other cities where churches were estab- 
lished throughout Asia Minor. And the greatest trouble 
experienced by the christians, both at Ephesus and at other 
places, was from the Jews. The great danger was that 
the converts to Christianity would fall back to Judaism ; 
in whieh case, they would share in the fate of that nation, 
which was soon to come, not only on them at Jerusalem, but 
to a greater or less extent on all of that ill-fated people, 
throughout the world! When Jerusalem fell, the nation 
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fell, far and near ; their greatness, their pride, their power, 
and glory — all was lost ! — the kingdom of heaven was taken 
from them, and they became a hissing and a by-word among 
all Rations !" The fact that Ephesus was a great way fronr 
Jerusalem, was no reason why the Jews of that place, 
and those who should be led off from Christianity by them, 
should escape the "time of trouble" occasioned by the down- 
fall of the Jewish nation. But whether the apostle had 
reference to that time, or to some other "time to come," — one 
thing is very certain ; he meant .nothing more than a time of 
necessity. The passage has no reference to the future 
state. 

But Mr. Franklin says he "thinks less of Universalism 
now than ever." And why 1 Simply, because we do not 
represent "the* God of eternity" as encouraging men to 
"good works," by offering to reward them with heaven 
and immortality ! And has he just made that discovery ? It 
would be a fine idea indeed, for God to reward men with 
heaven and an eternity of happiness, simply for the few 
"good works" they do in this life ! — when in reality, they 
are doubly rewarded while here, for all the good they do, and 
indeed die in debt to the Almighty ! 

The gentleman does not like my criticism on Rom. 2 : 7. 
I did not expect he would like it; but nevertheless, I main- 
tain that it is correct. I am aware that aphtharsia is applied 
by Paul, in 1 Cor. 15: to the future life — being rendered in- 
corruption in the common version. But why did the apostle 
use athauasia to denote immortality, if aphtharsia has that 
meaning? So also in 1 Tim. 6: 16 — "Who only hath 
immortality" — the word is athauasia in the original. Jn no 
place in the Bible is aphtharsia rendered immortality, except 
Horn. 2:7. I admit that the proper signification of this 
word is incorruptibility, purity, soundness, &c, that is, when 
it is used to denote physical quality ; but when used as it is 
in Kom. 2: 7, to denote moral quality, it must then be under- 
stood in a moral sense, viz: purity, sincerity, or incorrupt- 
ness of character. In my last I gave you two instances 
where the word occurs, and is rendered "sincerity," and an- 
other where it is rendered " incorruptness," in reference 
to moral character. I then maintained that the word should 
be so rendered here — which I affirm to be correct. It is just 
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as proper 10 say, seek for "sincerity" — for an "unblemished," 
or "incorrupt character," as it is to say, seek for "glory," 
"honor," &c. But how does it sound to talk about seeking 
for immortality ? Mr. Franklin will not say that immortal- 
ity beyond the grave, is had by seeking for it ; he know9 
better ! 

~ But I pass to notice some of the more important points in 
the gentleman's last speech. He denies that God is the au- 
thor of everything, and to justify himself, quotes the passage 
" the devil is a liar and the father of it." Yes, but who is 
the father of the devil 1 I would not charge God with being 
the author of lies, nor of the sin and wickedness committed 
in the world ; but still I cannot deny the fact that he is, in 
some sense or other, the author of every thing, for he made 
man, who sins ; and if there be a devil, he either made him, 
or he is self-existent. God made every thing that was made; 
and if the gentleman can reconcile the idea that God is not, 
either directly or indirectly, the author of every thing, with 
the fact that He is the self-existent, first cause of all causes, 
he will do me, and I presume a large portion of this audi- 
ence, a very great favor. If endless punishment be true, it 
will be an infinite evil ; and if the gentleman will show how 
an infinite evil can result from the government of God, and 
He not be the author of it, he will do himself and his cause 
a very great favor. It will not be sufficient to say, " the devil 
is the father of lies," and man is the author of sin ; and that 
therefore man is the author of his own punishment. God 
made man, and the devil, if he was made — and he made the 
law, and annexed the penalty ; and if the penalty be an in- 
finite evil, who is the author of it ? 

In regard to limited punishments, and what we call " tem- 
porary evil," I said that we may not be able to see how they 
are to eventuate In good, because we cannot see the end ; but 
God can see the end, and being good and wise, we have a 
right to conclude, a priori, that they will so eventuate. Mr. 
Franklin thinks this sounds like I was "coming to my senses!" 
Indeed ! And what shall I say of him ? He is either "coming 
to his senses," or becoming more crazy — and it is difficult to 
tell which! He says, "that is all he asks relative to future 
punishment." Ah,Juture punishment, is it? I thought it 
was endless punishment ! But he tries, finally, to hitch an 
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endless punishment to my argument, and says, though "we 
cannot see the end, God can see it, and God being good and 
wise, we have a right to conclude that he would not permit 
* endless punishment' unless it is to eventuate in good." And 
again : " so 1 say of endless punishment, ' God can see it.' " 
Can see what ? Endless punishment. So can we. But I 
deny that God can see the end of endless punishment, any 
more than we can. It is endless and therefore has no end ; 
consequently neither God nor man can sec its end ! But it 
is itself an end ; and being such we can " see it " as well as 
God can. We can see that it is not a means to some end, 
which might be good; there are no consequences to follow 
it, for there is no > afterwards to it I Talk about endless pun- 
isment eventuating in good ! The man must be crazy ! To 
admit that a thing will eventuate in something else, is to ad- 
mit that it will not be endless ; therefore if future punishment 
is to eventuate in good, then it is not endless, but limited 
punishment. Eventuate, indeed ! The gentleman cannot 
apply his doctrine to my argument. I charge endless pun- 
ishment with being an endless curse — cruel, unmitigated, and 
malignant; having no good in view, nor any eventuation ; 
in fine, without one solitary mitigating circumstance, I pro- 
nounce it an infinite evil. And if this doctrine be true, 
then it is a result, an end of God's government; and being 
such, 1 charge God with being the author of it ! This is my 
position, and the gentleman can make the most of it ! 

The gentleman seems to take it quite hard because I said 
it was none of his business whether my hell does any good 
or not. Now, I should like to know what k business ' he has 
to talk about my hell in this debate? It is his hell about 
which we are debating, not mine ! At some other time, if 
he wishes, we will talk about my hell. I wish it distinctly 
understood, that I do not affirm any thing about punishment 
oil this question. Mr. Franklin has the affirmative, while 1 
simply deny. So far as the question is concerned, it is no 
matter whether punishment be in this world, or in the future. 
or in both". The question before us is endless punishment; 
and the gentleman would do well to keep to the question, if 
he can ! 

But the gentleman has at length made an effort to sustain 
his proposition, which is worthy of, and shall receive, our 
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most distinguished consideration. He introduces Matt. 2b: 
46, " And these shall go away into everlasting punishment, 
but the righteous into life eternal." His argument rests upon 
the following foundation, viz. 1st, That aionion, rendered 
" everlasting " and "eternal" in the text, means endless 
duration, and 2d. That "eternal life" means the immortal 
life of the righteous. Both of these assumptions (for they 
are but assumptions) 1 deny, and shall proceed to show my 
reasons for doing so. 

And the first thing to which 1 will call your attention is 
the meaning of the word rendered everlasting. And I here 
lay it down as an incontrovertible position, that an adjective 
cannot mean more than the noun from which it is derived. 
Aionion, (or atonies,) the word rendered "everlasting" and 
" eternal " in the text, is the adjective derived from aion, the 
noun. Says the celebrated Scarlett, in speaking of this sub- 
ject : " That aionion does not mean endless or eternal may 
appear from considering that no adjective can have a greater 
force than the noun from which it is derived : thus, black 
cannot mean more than blackness, white than whiteness, Sic. 
If axon means age, {which none either will or can deny,) 
then aionion must mean agelasting, or duration through the 
age, or ages to which the thing spoken of relates." Let us 
therefore ascertain the meaning qf aion. Donnegan's deji- 
nition: ^ Aion, time; a space of time ; lifetime; the ordi- 
nary period of man's life ; the age of man ; man's estate ; a 
long period of time; eternity.' 

Pickering : 'Aion, an age ; a long period of time ; inde- 
finite duration ; time, whether longer or shorter, past, present, 
or future ; in the New Testament, the wicked men of the 
age ; the life of man.' 

Schrevelius (English edition,) : ' Axon, an age, a long pe- 
riod of time ; indefinite duration ;- time, whether longer or 
shorter, past, present, or future.' 

Hinks : ' Aion, a period of time ; an age ; an after-time ; 
eternity.' 

Wright : ' Aion, time, age, lifetime, period, revolution of 
ages, dispensation of Providence, present world or life, 
world to come, eternity.' 

Giles : ' Aion, time, an age, an indefinite period of time, 
eternity.' 
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Lutz : ' Aion, an age, time, eternity.' 

Schleusner : (Eng. ed.) ' Aion, any space of time, whether 
longer or shorter, past, present, or future, to be determined 
by the persons or things spoken of, and the scope of the sub- 
jects; the life or age of man: any space in which wemeasure 
human life from birth to death.' 

Parkhurst : « Aion denotes duration of time, but with 
great variety.' 

Ewing : * Aion, duration, finite or infinite ; a period of 
duration, past, or future; an age; duration of the world; 
the time of a man's life ; an age of divine dispensation.' 

Greenfield : * Aion, duration, finite or infinite ; unlimited 
duration ; eternity.' 

Anthon : ' Aion, an age ; time ; eternity.' 

Bishop Pearce : * An age is the proper meaning of aion.' 

Dr. Priestly : * Aion means entire period, age or dispen- 
sation.' 

Dr. Watts : * Aion does not mean endless when applied to 
punishment.' 

Alexander Campbell : * The radical idea of aion, is indefi' 
nite duration,'* 

I have given you all the authors I have at my command, 
at present; the above are all either lexicographers, or emi- 
nent theologians, and it will be seen that none of them give 
eternity as the first or primary meaning of aion ; and many 
of them do not give it this meaning at all. How then came 
it to pass that it means eternity, or endless duration, simply 
by changing it from a noun to an adjective 1 It does not, 
and cannot, according to any known rule of language. But 
I will now give you some authority on the adjective itself. 

Donnegan: Aionias — of long duration; eternal, lasting, 
permanent? 

Pickering: — Aionias — of long duration; lasting, some- 
times everlasting; sometimes lasting through life, as aternus, 
in Latin. (Schrevelius, the same.) 

But perhaps it would be better for me to quote from The- 
ological authority, than to depend upon Lexicons simply, as 
it is sometimes said that Lexicons give rather the classic 
than the theological meaning of words; that is, they give the 
meaning of the ancients, who probably did not know as much 
about their own language as we moderns do! 
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In the "Christian Examiner," a paper published in Boston, 
may be found a series of articles, commencing in the Dec. 
No., 1828, and ending in the May No., 1833, by the late 
Rev. E. S. Goodwin, a very learned orthodox clergyman, in 
which this subject is thoroughly examined. He says, "This 
word (aion) expresses the existence of being alone." He 
denies that these words (aion and aionias) ever necessarily 
have the meaning of duration. His conclusion is that they 
express the character of existence, rather than its duration— 
aionion fife meaning spiritual Yik, and aionian punishment. 
spiritual punishment, or a deprivation of the spiritual life of 
the gospel. But I have referred to this author more for the 
following remark than any thing else. In referring to the 
declaration of Phavorinus that "aion is also the eternal and 
endless, as it is regarded by the theologian," he says, "Here 
I strongly suspect is the true secret brought to light, of the 
origin of the sense of eternity in aion: the theologian first 
thought he perceived it, or else he placed it there; the the- 
ologian keeps it there now; and the theologian will probably 
retain it there longer than any one else." Here is the "true 
secret" how aionian come to mean endless — admitted to be 
such by an orthodox theologian himself. The theologian 
first perceived that the word had that meaning; and if he did 
not perceive it, he placed it there! That is the reason why 
Lexicons (unbiassed by theology) and the primitive use of 
this word, are against modern theology on this question. 
This is an important admission. But to proceed. 

Says Dr. \, atts, in speaking of the happiness of the right- 
eous, and the impropriety of depending on these words (aion 
and aionion) to prove its endlessness: "Now are there any 
sinners so void of understanding, of so daring and desperate 
a mind, as to venture their 'eternal ^all* upon such a poor 
criticism of words? Even upon the supposition that these 
terms in the Greek and Hebrew might signify any long du- 
ration short of eternity; yet there is a terrible hazard in 
confining them to this sense, since they do not denote a pro- 
per eternity, when they describe the duration of the blessed 
God: and 1 think we may add also, the duration of the hap- 
piness of the saints" — World to Come, p. 302. My friend, 
Mr, Franklin, it seems, is just such a "sinner" — "daring and 
desperate of mind;" for he predicates the endless duration 
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of his future happiness on the word aionion. A slender foun- 
dation, I fear! 

But again: Says Dr. Mac Knight, who Mr. F. will admit 
is good authority — "These words (aion and aionios) being 
ambiguous, are always to be understood according to the na- 
ture and circumstances of the things to which they are ap- 
plied." Again he says, "I must be so candid as to acknow- 
ledge, that the use of these terms, forever, eternal, and ever- 
lasting, in other passages of scripture, shows that they who 
understand these words in a limited sense, when applied to 
punishment, put no forced interpretation upon them." Here 
the great Doctor admits, and from the evidence I have just 
given you, Mr. Franklin must admit, and you must admit, 
ihat when Universalists understand these words in a limited 
sense, when applied to punishment, they put no forced inter- 
pretation upon them! Their primary signification is net, and 
never was, endless; and they cannot have that meaning, un- 
less the subject to which they are applied necessarily re- 
quires it. And we all know there is nothing jn the nature of 
punishment which requires it to be endless; but every thing 
to the contrary. The gentleman's proof-text, therefore, can- 
not teach endless punishment. But as the passage does not 
teach the gentleman's doctrine, it will be expected that I tell 
vou what it does teach. This I will do in as brief a manner 
as possible. 

Eternal life: It will be necessary first to ascertain what 
is meant by eternal and everlasting life, as Mr. Franklin as- 
sumes that it means the life of the righteous beyond the 
grave, and upon this assumption argues that everlasting pun- 
ishment must apply to the future existence also* 1 admit 
that if one does, both do; but I deny that either has such an 
application. Says our Savior: " This is eternal life, to know 
the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent" — 
Jno. 17: 2. "He that believeth on the Son, hath everlasting 
life." Jno. 3: 36. "Verily I say unto you, he that heareth 
my words, and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlast- 
ing Ufa" Jno. 5: 24. Eternal life, therefore, is something 
to be enjoyed in this world. A knowledge ot God, and of 
Jesus Christ, is eternal life; to know, believe, and obey the 
Gospel, is life everlasting — not will be, in the future, but is 
already, in the present. We read that "no murderer hath 
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eternal life abiding in him;" but the christian has thi9 eter- 
nal life abiding in him; it is the life of the Gospel of the 

kingdom. 

Notice in the next place that this judgment, from which 
some were to "go away into everlasting punishment," and 
the others into "life eternal," was to take place. "When 
the Son of Man shall come in his glory," &c. (verse Si.) 
'When was this to be? Hear Alexander Campbell: "But 
they saw the Lord 'come in power' and awful glory, and ac- 
complish all his predictions on the deserted and devoted tem- 
ple, city, and people." Chris. Best. p. 174, Thus Mr. 
Campbell says the Son of Man came in "power and awful 
glory," at the destruction of Jerusalem, which is true enough. 
Then it was that "all nations were gathered before him"— 
then it was that the nations were "separated" to the right, 
and to the left. Then it was that the Savior said, "Come ye 
blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you 
from the foundation of the world." What kingdom was this? 
1 answer — the gospel kingdom. The Jews were driven out, 
were placed on the left; the kingdom was taken from them 
and given to the Gentiles, those on the right. "Therefore I 
say unto you, the kingdom of God shall be taken from you, 
and given to another nation bringing forth the fruits thereof. 
Ch. 21: 43. This then is the kingdom which those on the 
right were invited to come and inherit — it was the Gospel 
kingdom. "And these (those on the left, the Jews) shall go 
away into aiouion punishment, i. e. age lasting punishment, 
or the punishment of the age — but the righteous (those on 
the right, the Gentiles) into ai onion life, the life of the age, 
or gospel dispensation.,' This I maintain to be the true 
meaning of the text. It is the close of the Savior's memo- 
rable account and prediction of the destruction of Jerusalem, 
contained in the 24th and 25th chapters of Math., and to get 
a correct understanding of it, the whole of that account must 
be taken into consideration. From the foregoing we come 
to the following conclusions: 

1st. The 'coming of the Son of Man,' at which this judg- 
ment was to take place, meant his "coming in his kingdom" 
— "in the clouds of heaven," in "power" and "glory," which 
1 abundantly showed while on the first proposition, was- to 
take place during that generation, or the apostolic age. 
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2d. That "the kingdom" which was to be enjoyed by those 
in the "right" and from which those on the "left" were to be 
driven out, means the christian church, or gospel kingdom. 

3d. That the life eternal mentioned in the text means the 
spiritual life enjoyed by the subjects of the kingdom. 

4th. That the everlasting punishment means the punish- 
ment of the age, which the Jews have continued to endure 
ever since the dread 'judgment,' and probably will continue % 
to endure throughout the gospel age, for it is to be age-lasting. 

And 5th. That the text has no reference to the future state, 
and consequently can render Mr. Franklin no assistance 
whatever. 

But I must proceed to the gentleman's next argument, as I 
find my.time .has nearly expired. I cannot do this however 
without first apologizing for detaining you so long on this sub- 
ject, and especially on the meaning of the words axon and 
aionion. This is an important question, one upon which 
hangs not only the destiny of this debate, but the destiny of 
the world ! What is the meaning of aionion punishment? 
is a question in which we are all interested. If aionion, when 
applied* to punishment means endless, then alas for Univer- 
salism ! and alas for a large portion of mankind ! But if, on 
the contrary, it means a limited duration, as I have, I think, 
•abundantly shown, then my opponent has failed, and must 
forever fail, to prove his proposition. Knowing this,J wished 
to make sure work while I was at it. Thus much by way of 
apology. 

The gentleman quotes Heb 7: 16 — "who is made, not after 
the law of carnal commandment, but after the power of an 
endless life." But his failure here consists in the fact that 
the word endless qualifies life, and not the priesthood of 
Christ! Christ was made or exists, not by the law of carnal 
commandment, but after the power of an endless life. The 
third verse explains this, "without father, without mother, 
without descent, having neither beginning of day nor end of 
life." But the word which qualifies the priesthood of Christ 
is aiona, rendered forever; for he testifieth, thou arta priest 
forever, after the end of Melchisedec." No one believes 
that Christ's priesthood will be endless. When he gives up 
the mediatorial reign, which he is to do at the resurrection, 
he will cease to be a priest. He is a priest forever — that is. 
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throughout his reign or dispensation, throughout the gospel 
age. Still he was made after the power of an endless (aha- 
iatutou) life, i. e., without father or mother, beginning of days 
or end of life. His life is to be endless, this no one doubts ; 
but his priesthood is to be aiona, forever, or during the age or 
dispensation ot his reign. Let the gentleman find the word 
akatalutou applied to punishment, an4 we give it up ; but he 
must not expect to prove the endlessness of punishment, or 
of any thing else, by the force of aion, after what has been 
said on the meaning of that word, and its derivatives! And 
he must not imagine that the apostle used the word aiona in 
the 17th verse to denote the same as that of akatalutou in the 
16th verse; for he must recollect that the one is applied to the 
life, the existence of Christ, while the other is applied to his 
priesthood! So this passage renders him no assistance. 

What the gentleman says about the phrase 'forever and 
ever,' occurring thirteen times in the book of Revelation, I 
shall dispose of in a few words. First, if forever (eis tou 
aiona) means endless, then what does forever and ever (eis 
tou aiona, tou aionon) mean? If one means endless then two 
means more than endless! But. the simple meaning is — from 
age to age, or, throughout the ages. When it is said "Him 
that liveth for ever and ever," the meaning is — Him that liveth 
from age to age, or throughout the ages; "and they shall reign 
forever and ever," that is, throughout the ages. "And he 
(Christ) shall reign for ever and ever." Now does not the 
gentleman believe that Christ will cease to reign at the resur- 
rection, when he shall "deliver up the kingdom to God the 
Father," and God becomes "all in all?" Surely then Christ 
is not to reign throughout endless duration ! This was an 
unfortunate reference for my friend, if he wishes to prove 
endless durajjon by "forever and ever ;" for we know that 
Christ's reign is not to be endless if Paul is to be relied on. 
Christ is only to reign till he hath subdued all things unto 
himself" (God excepted) ; and then he is to give up his reign, 
and become subject himself to Him who put all things under 
him. 

Of the remaining places to which the gentleman refers, it is 
scarcely necessary to refer. The beast and the false prophet 
"shall be tormented day and night, forever and ever." Js 
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there to be day and night in eternity? or does not this rather 
show that the passage has no reference to eternity? 

"And the smoke of their torment ascended forever and 
ever." In Isa. 34 we have something about fire and brim- 
stone, and about the smoke ascending forever, &c, which 
will probably throw some light on this subject. Speaking of 
the land of Idumea, and of things that were to take place in 
this world, the prophet says, "and the' streams thereof shall 
be turned into pitch, and the dust thereof into brimstone, and 
the land thereof shall become burning pitch ; it shall not be 
quenched, night nor day; the smoke thereof shall go up for- 
ever ; from generation to generation it shall lie waste — none 
shall pass through it forever and ever." All this had refer- 
ence to things in this world; and so also I affirm of the pas- 
sages the gentleman quotes from Revelation. So far then 
he has made a signal failure ! 

In my last I told you that you should not expect too much 
of my friend, and I quoted a number of passages from the 
scriptures, as being directly opposed to his doctrine. In his 
last he made what he called a reply to them ! I will briefly 
notice some of his remarks. 

"Death, the last enemy shall be destroyed." This refers 
to the time when all will be raised from the dead. Death will 
then be destroyed, literally and completely destroyed. And 
it is the last enemy; consequently there are no enemies beyond 
the resurrection. All this was explained while on the second 
proposition. The genleman, in reply to this passsge, quotes 
Rev. 20 — "and death and hell were cast into the lake of fire 
— this is the second death," and allows this is the way death 
is to bn destroyed! This might be, were it not that the passage 
in Rev. refers to scenes which have long since taken place, 
as I abundantly showed while on the first proposition. It is 
too late in the day to apply the 20th of Rev. to the future, 
and particularly to the resurrection, and scenes beyond it ! 
But admitting his application of the passage, death cannot be 
destroyed by being cast into a second death ! If the first 
death should thus be destroyed, the second death would still 
be in existence! But death, the last enemy, is to be destroyed, 
annihilated, which can only be done by a universal resurrec- 
tion ; so there will be no second death, nor any other kind of 
•'enemy" beyond the resurrection. 
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His application of the passage, "all the ends of the world 
shall remember and turn unto the Lord," &c, needs no reply ; 
it sufficiently refutes itself! 

On the promise 10 Abraham, he says I "forgot to tell you 
that Paul teaches that the promise is to be "given to them 
that believe" — Jand that 1 would probably "add the words, 
'and to them that believe not also.' " No, my friends, this is 
not my doctrine, "twist it as he may." The promise and the 
thing promised are two very different things. The promise 
is to be given to none but them that believe ; but the blessing 
contained in the promise is for all mankind. The gentleman 
would do well if he would pay some attention to this fact. 
God has promised to bless all mankind in Christ ; this bles- 
sing is certain and absolute ; but none can enjoy the pro- 
mise of it but them that believe. 

"God is love." "Yes," says Mr. F. "God is love, not 
will be love." The gentleman allows that as God is love — 
is good unto all, and his tender mercies are over all his 
works, and notwithstanding all this, he punishes men in this 
world for their sins, he can see no reason why he may net 
punish them endlessly, and still be good to them — still 
be love! He seems to forget that there is a remarkable 
difference between limited punishment, which "eventuates in 
good," and,. endless torture, which has no eventuation. A 
"God of love" cannot inflict an endless curse upon any of 
his offspring; but he can punish them, and do it in love — 
for it is to eventuate in good ; but I deny, yes, I deny that a 
God of love can inflict endless punishment upon any of his 
creatures ! These two sentiments are in direct opposition to 
each other ; and either the one or the other must be false! 

A few words now about the "degrees of glory." In 
the first place, 1 deny that a beiug can suffer an infinite evil 
whose amount of enjoyment is greater than that of his 
sufferings ; where the good he enjoys overbalances the evil. 
No one denies that "a finite creature in a finite state can 
do something that will affect his condition in a infinite state ;" 
but I do most solemnly deny that a finite creature in a finite 
state can do~something that will so affect his condition in an 
infinite state, as to render him the subject of an infinite evil ! 
All mankind will be infinitely better off in the future state, 
than they are here ; yet, some will be in advance of others. 
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Paul and Peter, I have no doubt, will be ahead of Mr. Frank- 
lin and myself! and probably we shall be ahead of some of 
ihe Indians! But all will be positively happy ; there will be 
no such a thing as positive evil, and therefore none can 
suffer an infinite evil. Mr. Franklin. I am quite sure, be- 
lieves in "degrees of glory," or that some will be in advance 
of others in "moral and intellectual attain ments," among 
those with whom he expects to associate in heaven. No 
doubt he thinks he will be superior, in some respects, to some 
of his weaker brethren ; yet he has hardly the presumption 
to think he will be as great a man as Paul or Peter or John, 
at any rate, not immediately on his entrance into that world ! 
Well, just what he allows in regard to them that go to 
heaven, I allow in regard to all mankind, for I believe that all 
will go there.. 

But the question is in regard to infinite evil; and if «a dif- 
ference in degrees, of moral and intellectual condition in the 
future statey shows that some will suffer ati infinite evil, then 
it follows that many, probably all, who go to heaven, will 
suffer an infinite evil ! Mr. Franklin will sufFer an infinite 
evil, because he will not be equal to Paul and Peter, to 
Luther and Melancthon, to Howard, Murray, and father 
Oberlin, all of whom, made great moral and intellectual im- 
provements in this life ; the apostles will suffer an infinite 
evil, because they will never become equal to the Savior! — 
and even the Savior himself, must sustain an infinite evil, 
because he will never become equal to the Father ! What 
an idea. 

It is rational to suppose, I said, that there will be difference 
of character in the future state — depending in som«3 degree, 
upon the improvements made in this life. All will be happy 
— all progressing in the upward tendency; but some will 
be in advance of others ; some will have made greater moral 
and intellectual improvement here, than others, and con- 
sequently, will be that much ahead of them — though all will 
be happy. The moral, upright individual, who has improved 
his faculties by cultivating. a spirit of charity, benevolence, 
and all the higher orders of our nature, though he never 
"joined the chuch," or professed any particular creed, will be 
far in advance of that old, hardened, and selfish sinner, who, 
although a few days or months before he died, repented, got 
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religion, was baptised, and had his sins all pardoned ! Pro* 
fessions of faith, and the observance of certain church cere- 
monies, is not the kind of moral and intellectual improve- 
ment, of which I speak. These are all well enough in 
their place; but they are only as as the shadow to the 
substance ! 

And there will be some denominations, and then again 
some nations, that will be far in advance of others, in the 
future state, as a general rule; while, of course, there 
will be individual exceptions to this rule. Let me illustrate. 
The United States, as a nation, will probably be in advance 
of the Mexicans, while the latter will no doubt, be in advance 
of Islanders of the Pacific, and the tribes of North American 
Indians ; while those again will be in advance of the New 
Hollanders. In regard to denominations, I believe the Uni- 
versaHsts, as a body, will stand at the head ; they are 
more intellectual as a class, than, others, and they cultivate 
the social and moral powers mora than other denominations; 
have a greater benevolence — more expanded charity and love 
for their species — morevexalted views of* God and his gov- 
ernment ; in fine, they are superior to others in all that con- 
stitutes true moral and intellectual improvement. There 
will be individual exceptions here, of course. We have 
some among us, who are no better than they should be — who 
are selfish, bigoted, and narrow minded as others. Next to 
the Universnlists will probably rank the Unitarians ; they are 
generally a very liberal minded people, and are generally 
characterized for their benevolence and uprightness. They 
also are an intellectual people. The Quakers undoubtedly, will 
come in next. Many of them, as well as of Unitarians, are 
in reality Universalists. Besides this, they are distinguished 
for their real goodness ; for morality, benevolence, sympa- 
thy for the oppressed, and for the spiritual improvement. 
Now, of the other denominations, such as Presbyterians, 
Baptists, Campbellites, Methodists, &c.,it is difficult to decide 
which should have the preference. They are all more 
or less selfish, bigoted, sectarian, and Pharisaical; entertain- 
ing very limited and dishonorable views of God and his gov- 
ernment ; and I have only time to remark that in the resur- 
rection, I am afraid they will find that they have much 
to learn — that they are far, very far in ^he rear of many 
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who, until then, they had thought would not even attain 
the "out skirts" of heaven, much less be ranked in the 
"first class !" [ Time expired.] 



Mil. FRANKLIN'S FOURTH SPEECH. 



Gentlemen and Ladies : 

I am pleased to see that my friend, Mr. Manfojd, seems so 
fully to appreciate his situation. He feels conscious when his 
time has expired that his work is not done, and consequently 
encroaches a little more and a little more pn our stipulated 
time every speech. I do not blame him at all for this, for I 
want him to have no cxcjise, but to have the fullest and fair- 
est opportunity he could desire, that his failure may be attrib- 
uted to no other cause, but the impossibility for any man to 
sustain his position. It is perfectly fair then, that he should 
lengthen out his speeches, as his cause really needs it, and 
as I am permitted »to occupy the same length of time. It is 
true, I do not need the time to enable me to sustain my posi- 
tion ; but as the whole is shortly to go before the world in a 
book, and as I have plenty of the best of materials, I shall oc- 
cupy the same length of time he did. 

Although he still accuses me of "toilful falsehood" I can- 
not help admitting that he is in a better humor than he has 
heretofore been. . He succeeded in pleasing himself so much 
better in his last speech than he had done before, that it gave 
him a momentary comfort — a short respite, from the agony 
he has experienced in sympathising with his darling system, 
to which he seems so closely wedded. Yet he seems almost as 
if he hates me with a most bitter hatred, because I will not or 
cannot love his dear theory. He has, no doubt, frequently 
recollected the consoling words, that it is through much trib- 
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illation we enter into the kingdom, since our debate com- 
menced 

He tells you, that you may take it for granted, when I talk 
of his anger, that I am used up, and don't know what else to say. 
But I would caution you not to be too fast in taking things for 
granted. This way of taking for granted what he cannot 
prove, is what has involved him in the present difficulty.— 
•'Used up," indeed! and "don't know what to say!" What 
mighty men these Universalian disputants are to use up every 
body they come in contact with ! That sounded wellim the 
ear of this community. How dreadfully 1 have been perplex- 
ed to find something to say ! The public will judge. 

After complaining about my dividing and subdividing my 
proposition in every speech, the gentleman now tells you, 
that he is "in no trouble about it." Yet he goes immediately 
on to complain again, and says, "we agreed to debate a cer- 
tain proposition, viz: endless punishment." That is only a 
part of our proposition, which reads as follows : " Do the 
Scriptures teach that those who die in disobedience to the 
gospel will suffer endless punishment?" He is perfectly a 
man of one idea. He has his eye so fixed on the word end* 
less, that he can scarcely see another word in the proposi- 
tion. 

For the sake of distinctness I divided my proposition into 
three, and have taken them piece by piece, and argued them. 
When Mr. Man fold saw the course i was about to pursue, he 
was perfectiy disarmed, and has utterly refused to reply to 
some of the most pointed arguments I have advanced, on the 
first part of the question. All this will appear in my recapit- 
ulation. 

In the last speech he- decided that nothing was to the point 
that did not relate to the duration of punishment, and then 
assured you that he could not be drawn off from the question 
— that take what course I might choose, he would not reply to 
any thing that did not bear directly on the question. After 
thus speaking he set off as directly as he could go, and made 
the greater portion of his speech upon those very things which 
he had declared not to the point! When he says he will not 
reply to certain points, we are to understand he will do it the 
very first thing ! This was not wilful, but a blunder he made 
when he was so confused that he did know what he was 
about. 
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He is now trying to escape from what he said about there 
being nothing at stake if Universalism is true, by accusing me 
of misrepresenting him, and is now greatly displeased with 
my head and heart on account of it. But he need not blame 
me, for if he is misrepresented, he did it himself, for I quoted 
his words precisely as he uttered them. I knew when the 
expression fell from his lips, that he would be startled when 
he would hear it quoted . But I neither misunderstood nor mis* 
represented him . He contended tha,t if the doctrine of endless 
punishment is true, every body ought to know it, and argued 
from the fact that many do not know it, that it is pretty good evi- 
dence it is false. I contended then, that the fact that a much less 
number believe Universalism, was still better evidence that it is 
false. He then argues, that if the doctrine of endless punish- 
ment is true, it is of incomparably more importance that every 
body might know it, than it is that every body should know 
it if Universalism is true. On this point he said, "It is true, it 
would be better for the world, if every body was acquainted 
with Universalism, and believed in it; but then there is not 
so much — nothing in fact — at stake, if Universalism b<? true, 
in comparison with what there is if endless punishment be 
true." These are his own words, and if they misrepresent 
him, he ought not to have uttered them. But what reason did 
he give, for saying there was comparatively "nothing in fact 
at stake?" And why did he think there was so much at stake, 
if the doctrine of endless punishment is true? and why is it 
so important that all should know it? His answer is, " that 
they might have a chance to avoid it." Indeed; and how 
would they avoid it 1 No one has taught any plan to avoid 
it, that I know of, only a close and careful observance of the 
commandments of God. He allows then, that all ought to 
know it, that they might avoid it, and the only way in which 
they can avoid it is to obey the Lord. Then it is more im- 
portant that the world should know the doctrine I am contend- 
ing for, if true, than that contended for by Mr. Man ford, for 
if they believe in endless punishment, they will obey God, to 
escape it, but if they believe his doctrine, they will disobey the 
Lord. That is just what we have been telling Universalists all 
the time, but I did not expect Mr. M. to own it. He has how- 
ever done it in all its length and breadth. If his doctrine be 
true then, according to his own showing, there is compara- 
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tiveJy ••nothing in fact at stake," whether you know it or not. 
You are then wasting your money in paying him for 
preaching and writing. That is all. There is nothing new in 
all this, only that the gentleman should have owned it! That 
such was the fact we were well satisfied before. 

We are not disputing any thing about the heathen nations 
who never heard the gospel, but about those who die in diso- 
bedience to the gospel. Does he understand the Bible to 
threaten any with punishment who do not hear the gospel or 
rather who have never had an opportunity to hear it ? He 
should prove such to be the fact, before he builds any argu- 
ment upon it. 

I cannot get Mr. Manford to believe our Savior, when he 
speaks of those who should stand "without the door and knock." 
He contends that they will be in the kingdom at the very time the 
Lord said they should stand "vrithout" and "seek to enter in 
and shall not be able." Now I did not promise to convince 
any man in this debate who positively will not believe the 
clearest and most explicit statements of the Son of God. Be 
it whatever kingdom it may, he is here speaking of, the Lord 
declares they shall stand without, and shall cry Lord, Lord, 
open unto us, and shall strive to enter in and shall not be 
able. Does Mr. Manford believe this language? He posi- 
tively does not, but on the other hand, declares and repeats it 
over and over again, that they were in all the time. Such is 
the desperate alternative to which he is driven, on this clear 
and explicit passage of the word of God. *'~ 

He alleges that the Jews did strive to enter into the church, 
and were not able; but this I deny. The church of God has 
been open to the Jew as well as the Gentile, and the Jews 
have been invited, and are still invited, to come into the 
church. No one, either Jew or Gentile, ever did strive to enter 
into the church and was not able. This fact is one strong 
evidence that it did not mean the church. Mr. Manford ad- 
mits that the "kingdom of God," (1 Cor. 15,) means heaven, 
in doing which he admits that the same words sometimes 
have reference to heaven, and sometimes to the church. — • 
Then what good does it do to quote passages where "kingdom 
of God" means tihe church of God, to settle the question. 

We both admit that these words are sometimes applied to 
the church, and sometimes to Heaven itself. The simple 
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question between us is, concerning which does the Savior 
speak in the passage in dispute. I have showed that it could 
not be the church ; because? relative to entering into the 
church the Lord says, "whosoever will, may come;" but 
in the case before us, some are to be willing, and the Lord 
will not let them come. 2. In the case before us, the door is 
to be shut ; but the door of the church will never be shut, 
while it is a church, to Jews or any body else. 3. In the 
case before us, some are to strive to enter in, but shall not 
be able ; but none strive to enter into the church, without be- 
ing able to enter in. 4. The time when they shall Strive to 
enter in, is to be when they shall see Abraham, and Isaac, 
and Jacob, sit down in the kingdom, which will never be in 
the church in the present state. These four reasons he has 
never met, and never can meet. Mr. Manford thinks the 
words " thrust out of the kingdom," imply that they were in 
it. But if he will look at the passage carefully, he will see that 
the words " thrust out of the kingdom," are not in the pas- 
sage. They were simply told that they should be " thrust out," 
and as they were not in, but standing without at the 'door, 
that must have been where they were thrust, out from. There 
is not one particle of difficulty in the whole passage, so far 
as my side of the question is concerned, the difficulty is on 
the other side altogether, and my friend, Mr. Manford, feels 
it sensibly, too, hence his labored struggle to escape in his 
last speech. 

The gentleman attempted some reply to my remarks rela- 
tive to the ridiculous idea of the christians at Ephesus, and 
other distant countries from Jerusalem, " laying up a good 
foundation against " the destruction of Jerusalem. He how- 
ever attempts to justify himself, by saying there were Jews at 
Ephedus and those other distant places, addressed in the 
apostolic letters. That does not help the matter any. The 
ajjpstle wrote to the churches, a large majority of whom were 
Gentile converts, and all of whom, as said before, were in no 
more danger from the destruction of Jerusalem, than we are 
from the Mexican war. 

Mr. Manford has now admitted that the word translated 
immortality, Ro. 2, 7, is the same word translated incorrup- 
tibility several times, 1 Cor. 15, yet he puts this immortality 
pr incorruptibility, in this world in the former passage, and 
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in the resurrection state, in the latter. What reason does he 
give for so doing? • No reason under Heaven, nor can he 
give any, unless he would come out and say, that Ro. 2, 
makes it conditional, and in Cor. 15, he does not discover 
any condition. The truth in the case is, this passage bids 
defiance to all cavil. The Roman disciples were already be- 
lievers, and consequently in the possession of all the life and 
incorruptibility available in this world, but are commanded 
to seek incorruptibility and eternal life in another state of be- 
ing. But [ must hasten on, as all the gentleman has said on 
this point, amounts to but little, and get to the duration of 
punishment again as soon as possible, as he loves to hear me 
on that part of the subject so well. 

The gentleman has talked long and loud about the char- 
acter of God ; and even told us that he could not, and would 
not if he could, love such a God as I speak of. But what 
kind of a God does he love ? Let us see. He says : " I 
would not charge God with being the author of lies, nor of 
the sin and wickedness committed in the world ; but still I 
cannot deny the fact that he is, in some sense or other, the 
author of every thing." How exceedingly modest! He 
would not charge God with being the author of lies ; but he 
cannot deny thefactthat He is in some sense or other. Is it 
possible, that any one can love a God who is thus boldly ac- 
knowledged to be the author of lies 1 and, to make the mat- 
ter worse, a professed minister is so modest, so perfectly 
tame and candid, that he " cannot deny the fact." What 
an insult to the holiness of Almighty God ! That blessed 
Being " who is truth," and "who cannot lie," must now be 
insulted and blasphemed in the presence of this assembly, to 
favor the most horrid system of wickedness the world ever 
saw ! My friend, in one breath, can tell you how good God 
is; and then, in the next breath, tell you that he cannot deny 
the fact, that He is in some sense the author of lies. And 
what is he to rely upon to prove his doctrine ? He appeals 
to the word of God, and when he can distort some .sentence, 
so as to have a little the appearance of sustaining him, he 
calls upon you to believe it ; and then turns round and tells 
you that he " cannot deny the fact" that God is in some 
sense, the author of lies. 

He is frequently accusing me of wilful falsification, and 
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deems very angry about it. I looked upon it as a pretty 
grave charge ; but, upon reflection, I saw that it was not 
worth noticing, as it came from a man in such deep perplex- 
ity, that I was satisfied that he scarcely knew what he was 
about. But if he cannot deny that God is the author of lies 
in any sense, he is the worst bewildered man I have met 
with. I deny boldly and above-board, that God is the au- 
thor of lies in any sense, and dare him to attempt to prove 
it. I want him to place this argument immediately after his 
argument founded upon the goodness of God ! 

In some sense, God is the author of lies, and all the wick- 
edness in the world ! Yet he tells you that the wicked shall 
not go unpunished ! Punished for what, I would ask in the 
name of reason and common sense ? For those sins of 
which God is the author, I suppose ! Yet "God is good and 
his tender mercies are over all his works !" The pure, per- 
fect, holy and righteous Lord God Almighty, who cannot 
look upon sin with the least allowance, who declared that he 
hated the wicked deeds of the Nicolaitans, and before whom 
the burning spirits fall prostrate, and exclaim, "Holy, holy, 
holy Lord God Almighty" — I say this blessed Being 
is charged here, by one who talk9 of his love and goodness, 
with being the father of lies ! 

lie talks about eniless punishment being an evil; but in 
his vocabulary, evil is good and good is evil. Not only so, 
but all evil is to eventuate in good, and the greater the evil 
the greater the good resulting from it ! At this rate we may 
vindicate the old plea, "let us do evil that good may come," 
or, in other words, the more evil the more glory to God — 
But he tells you that the punishment of the wicked is for 
their good ! Not when they are punished with a sorer 
punishment than death without mercy. 1 defy him or any 
other man to show that a sorer punishment than death with- 
out mercy can be for the good of. the punished. Such a pun- 
ishment is for the good of others. The object of' endless 
punishment is not Tor the good of the punished, but for the 
good of the universe around. It exhibits to man and angels the 
inflexibility of the threatenings of Almighty God, and com- 
mands the obedience of an intelligent universe, in the most 
authoritative manner possible ; and, consequently, if it fails 
to obtain subjection, it is because the rebellious are not capa* 
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ble of being governed by moral power, and consequently not 
capable of being happy. 

The gentleman made a most brilliant quibble when he ex- 
elaimed, with so much parade, "I deny that God can see 
the end of endless punishment." 1 was not talking about 
God seeing the end of its duration, but I used end in the 
same sense I understood him to use it. I was talking about 
tbe object or design of punishment, and used the word end 
in that sense, of course. This was not worthy of any no- 
tice, except to show what little things a man will catch at 
when he has nothing better! 

Af r. Man ford still strives to justify himself in his churlish 
and peevish expression, that it is none of my business wheth- 
er his hell does any good or not. But he need not try to escape 
in that way, for he is not entirely irresponsible yet. The 
Bible speaks of hell, second death, punishment, tormenting, 
suffering, vengeance, fierceness, and wrath, of Almighty 
God, dec, &c. 1 undertake to say that these expressions re- 
fer to an endless punishment, in the coming world. He tries 
to confine such expressions to something in this world. He 
contends that they cannot have the application I give them, 
because he cannot see that such a punishment will do any 
good. \ then make the same objection to his application. — 
Tie then meets me with the overwhelming and irrefutable ar- 
gument that it is none of my business about his hell ! How 
courteous ! How mild the advocate of the blessed doctrine 
of universal salvation ! How it constrains the heart to love 
the doctrine which inspires such lovely language ! After 
talking of a hell in this world, which can neither be seen, 
felt, or suffered, and which the thousands of its inmates 
know nothing about, not so much as to believe it has any 
existence, much less that they are in it all the time, and 
which he has now failed to point out, after spending almost 
three days in debate, and being called upon again and again 
to do it — I say after all this, he gets up and asks what good 
an endless hell will do? and then, when, asked what good such 
a hell as he talks about will do', he politely answers: "It is 
none of your business !" No, my neighbors, it is none of 
our business, I suppose, what kind of silly nonsense shall be 
peddled out in our great community ! If it is the most simple 
and sickening stufFin creation, we must bite in our lips and 
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look just as grave as though we were listening to any oracle 
from Heaven, for it is none of our business !"' 

I now come to the gentleman's "most distinguished con- 
sideration" of my argument, and if his most "distinguished*' 
consideration shall be found a failure, of course ftis less dis- 
tinguished considerations must fail. The first' thing he at- 
tempts is to dodge the whole question, rind escape entirely 
front th£ word in dispute ; but he need make no such efforts;, 
for he is bound to come square up to the worlt and 'meet tlhe 
question; full in ;the ; face, or show to this audience ' that ; he 
cannot. ; The word to which I refer occurs twice, Matt. 25 • 
46, and once is translated everlasting and oncG ) eternal. 
That Greek word isf dionion. This wbrd has been in the lips of 
every TJnivcrsalian preacher and talker throughout the land, 
during the last twenty years, and upon it they have defied 
all creation. But flow thauhe word is brought into debate, 
and we have a large and : listening crowd, anxious to 
hear what can be said upon it, and what is the first move of 
Mr. Manford ? Why, he tells you that it means the same as 
another 'word; arid then sets oft* in a great parade to give a 
longstring of authorities, defining that other word. But if 
uionion means the sameasaioft; why did he not proceed to 
give the definitions of dionion in the place of aiori? The rea- 
son is clear. He knew well that such a course would seal 
the fate of our argument. But if he wished : to investigate 
the question fairly why did he not open the lexicon and read 
out to you the definition Of this very word (dionion) found 
in the passage in dispute ?"F6r a very good' re'asbh, viz : 
That definition is just' as much against him, and just as much 
"lin my faver as it could 6e. The first definition is "unlim- 
ited as to duration." Now, he gives you Greenfield oh 
aion, and when he did so, the lexicon was open rit the very 
place where thettOrd in question was to be found, and his eye 
was within one inch of the spot where that word was defined 
"unlimited as to duration. " Why did he' not g;ive the 4 defi- 
nition of the word in'mspute ? Can he or any other of his 
mends answer that question ? He tells you that aion means 
the same thing. Ideny it. The lexicons give the words 
different meanings, and that is sufficient evidence to any man 
wno regards' their authority, that the v do not mean the same 

thing, ■••' l,M,,; ' ' '•• 
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did not go to this passage to find punishment, but to get a 
definition of the ward eternal. The assertion is here made 
that Christ was made a priest after the power of an endless 
life, by Paul ; who proceeded in the very next words to prove 
his assertion from the expression, "Thou art a priest for* 
ever." It is no difference to me, whether you apply it to 
the priest or the life of the priesthood, because eudleu and 

forever are both applied to the same thing, and I deny that 
either one or the other will ever end* There is no escape 
from this definition. 

To my argument, drawn from the use of the expression 
»* forever and ever," in the thirteen times which it occurs 
in the book of Revelations, the gentleman has scarcely 
attempted any reply. I must detain you a few moments, 
however, to notice what little he has attempted to say on 
that point, He allows the reign of Christ will come to an 
•end at the resurrection. U appears to me that he has a 
monstrous poor memory* While on his affirmative* he 
quoted Sev. 6 : 13, and applied it to the resurrection: stale* 
and I am sure Christ is there represented as sitting upon. the 
tfcrone. In verse 6 of the same chapter, he is represented 
4s sitting in the midst of the throne. But I shall now use 
&e opportunity, to show how unfounded another assertion 
he made in his last speech was. He assextqd that I could 
not find another place where " kingdom," " kingdom of 
God/ 9 or " kingdom of Christ " meant heaven itself, be- 
sides the one produced, 1 Cor. 16: 60,. Well, I am now 
ready to make a trial. ., Look then at 2 Pet. I : Mi and see 
what kingdom is there spoken of. .. Tp the disciple**— thpg? 
already in the church, or as he expresses it, ve.rse I, "to 
them thai have obtained like precious faith with. us," to 
whom " his divine power had given all things that pertain to 
lift and godliness," that they " might be partstars of tfw di« 

.vine nature" — to those he gives the comrpand, " besides all 
this," to "add to their faith virtue* knowledge, temperance, 

^ patience, godliness, brotherly kindness, and charity." .He 
further alleges that if they would do this, they should never 

fall, but on the other hand* should j»ake ; their calling and 

• election sure ; '* fo*, says the apostle, *,' so pn entrance shall be 
ministered unto yon abundantly into tbe everlasting kingdom 

j of. our Lerd and Sayipr Jtsup Christ " This could npt mpw 
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thte church* for they had already entered into the church or tb«- 
kingdom here, but he now tells how they may gain an admit- 
tance into the everlasting (aionion) kingdom of Christ. Christ 
then has an everlasting or eternal kingdom, and what is worse 
fdr my friend* is the fact that the entrance into it is conditional* 

Having how found an eiernal kingdom of Christ, YnhmW 
refer to one Verse to establish two points, 1; That the 
government of Jesos Christ, shall have no end. 2. That 
f&rev^r means that which shall have no end. I will read the 
verse. "Of the increase and peace of his government, there 
shall : %c ! «6 ^end; upon the throne of David, and upon his 
kirtgdom, to order it, and to establish it with judgment 
and with justice from henceforth even forever. " — Isa. 9 : 7. 
I flow put it to the gentleman to tell us whether he believes 
fhc'words of the prophet, when he says, "of the increase of 
his government and peace, there shall be no end*" What is 
here called "government" is called "kingdom" just below* 
and that which "shall have ho end" is declared to be "hence-; 
forth even forever." Thus then, I have produced a definition 
of forever, and found it to be that which is declared to hay* 
"no end." The declaration then, of Paul* than he shall 
deliver the 'kingdom to God, is no evidence that the reign of 
Christ will e'ease or the reign of the Saints with*<Hfm. The> 
gentleman allowed this reference was unfortunate, and it does 
appear sb to him, but not to my argument. 

He has mttde one other objection to my argument; which 
is that there will be no day and night in eternity. 1 should 
like to know how he proves that there will bend night 
in etertiity. It is true, we find the expression, "there>shall be 
no rfight there," — Rev. 21: 25; btit he has applied all that to the 
church hereon earth, and denied that it had any reference to 
the eternal suite. Thus he seems capable of applying a pas- 
sage to the church when on one part of the argument, to 
avoid one point, and then turn round and apply the same 1 
to eternity, r to get out of another difficulty! But I will not 
htttd trim to his application of this passage to the church 
on earth, for tha't is evidently wrong, and he is right now 
in referring it to eternity. The expression occurs again, 
(Iter. $2: 5,) and the reason is given why there will bo no 
night there, f will read the passage : "And there shall be 
no night there ; and they need no candle, neither light of the 
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sun; for the Lord gtveth, them light, uad they ^ball reign fqp* 
over and ever," It is in eternity surely,but there is nothing 
said about day -and night having ceased. But. simply the 
assertion is made that "there shall bo.ncnigh* there," in the 
holy city that John saw descend, fr^ai God* out of heaven. 
And there, in eternity* the Saints, shall reign forever and ever, 
ia the: eternal kingdom, which has no end* The reasoa 
assigned for there being no night there, lis- not that day 
and night have ceased, but because the, "t^rd God giveth 
therri? light." Not only so, but one oftfae postages states 
explicitly, that "the gates of it shall not be «hut at , all by 
day," which shows positively, that there ataall be day there; 
But if you WiU turn, to RevVfl: 15, you will hear, it said 
of those who coriie up : out of great tribulation, and are, 
before the? throne of God in His temple f that they serve 
Him "day and night." , But it is asserted* (Heb. .1: 12,) 
o^ God, that "thy years shall, not fail-" JC lie believes this 
passage, there is an end to all he Jbas said about no day 
and' night 4n< eternity, for jyoui caacot havte/yearsr without 
daysi and i# the years of God fail not." , '[ r 

A have aow fully and fairly mot and set asidg every -objec- 
tion be has raade 10 my argumentofiKhCfWords forever and 
ever," asHised.viu..Ilevelai4on6; and have shown that the- 
express ion-; is- applied to the eternal state. The very, .same 
words then, used to express the duration of ihe (sheuts oj* the 
triumphant hosts before the throne of God,,an4 the vjery 
sawe Words used to express the- duration ofthe existence 
of -God> are used io express the duration of *he puuish*neBt 
of the: wicked. Tbe; man 'whose soul shall be. destroyed 
if* heU* after the death «f ?the:body, bo »x posed to eternal 
damnation, everlasting ipifciiisb.n*e«** and< be torntyemod day 
and night forever arid ever, will as certainly find hiius^Jf 
abandoned to ceaseless punishment* as that the Bitjle 
contains a revelation from God. It- is true, all wo^rds have 
been' used in a limited sense.; but this does no* destroy 
their force at all, when- used in their literal signi&catido. 
Even the word "endless" is ussd in the Bible, in a limited 
senses when Paul speaks -of! endless genealogies, .yet f the 
gentleman never thought of appealing to this, to show that It 
' did hot mean literally, endless* — Heb.'7 : 16. • lj)vea the wei^U 
perpetually, ceaseless, and every other word in. human speech 
may be, and are frequently used in the same way, but 
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thi$_affeci9 not, ^hpir literal' import in. the least. I defy 
ili^/'^iijl^naii to show that the words I- am applying to 
the future .punishment of tho wicked, in the passages 
upo.n'which I rely, have tho least indication of figurative use 
«>r t anything but the most full, clear, anct literal meaning. 
Let him try it, and see wjieres he wilt land. 

Finding that he could -.pot reply to my 'argument, the gott- * 
tleinan left the point. in dispute, after a very short effort, and 
attempted to build up his affirmative argument, upon which 
Ue made, such a manifest* failure on yesterday. He did 
this for two reasons : 1. He had nothing to offer on our 
projjpsition, which be was willing to submit to my examina-i 
tioii. 2. FTe wished to j get hiq off from the question, that 
I might not expose |ii§ theory any further. And I might add 
as ; ft t&ird reason, that he was conscious that his day*s work 
on yesterday, needed mending. But I hope you will observe 
the difference between him. and myself. Those points upon 
which I told you not to expect too much of him, he 
has carefully avoided, without any examination. He" has. 
just left his brethren to work their way out the best, way they 
could. .But those points upon which, he told you not to 
expect too much from me, have been taken up and examined. - 
in regular order, and Universal ism set in the shade. You 
will notice all this. It shows at whose door the trouble lies. 

Th,e gentleman, has never got clear of his adrnission made 
in ,h.isi, first speccl?, that he "believes that improving or 
neglecting to irnpipvc pur talents in this world, will iu some 
degree, -effect our condition" in the world to come. I told 
hiui tlwt he would repent of the admis&ion for many years to 
come. lie would not believe me. But you have now seen 
that it has already haunted him like tho ghost did the super- 
stitious in former years. Yes, after twisting, turning, and ma- 
iicpuvermg every way he qan, still-it haunts him, and had he 
pnly t ihe power to call it back, it would most assuredly never 
gain utterance. But the thing has gone from him, and 
he cannot, call it back. I tried to show him and his brethren 
that* U$ was right, and consequently, that they need not ly so 
much edited about it ; (or the Savior referred the effect$of the 
improvement and neglecting to improve our talents in tliis 
world, t0 tKe world to come; but he will not have the Savior % 
with him,, but confines his words to the present state. But I 
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cannot see into the propriety of this. Can he reasonably 
refer the effect of improving or neglecting to improve our tal- 
ents in this life, to the future state, and \hen when the Savior 
does the same thing, limit the effects to this life t He never 
can, and alt the plastering in creation, will never mend 
the matter, but will rather make it worse. 

He has admitted that the act of neglecting to improve 
a man's talents in this world, may subject him to some of the 
lower degrees of glory in heaven, and being thus in the rear 
when he enters heaveni he may .ihus continue perpetually. I 
maintain then, that whatever subjected him to the lower 
degrees at the start, and consequently keeps him there 
perpetually, is an infinite evil, and as such deprives him 
of many degrees of happiness in the world without end. 
Thus the principle is granted, that by a man's own neglect in 
this life, he may forfeit happiness in the life to come. Then, 
you only need extend the same principle far enough to lake 
a man from the lowest degree of happiness, a single step 
lower, and you are to where there is no happiness at all, but 
misery.' But the concession is still wider than that! If the 
mere wain of improvement,' as he has now granted, in 
this life, can subject a man to the lowest seat in heaven, what 
shall we say of him who not only lacks this good action, but 
spends his life in bad action — in opposition to the will. of 
God ? ' He has not only neglected to do good, which the 
gentleman admits will subject him to' 'the lowest degree 
in glory, but he has added to this all the evil action he could, 
which will, upon the same principle, reduce, him below the 
lowest degree in happiness, and when he gets below all hap- 
piness, ho is miserable.' ' Out of thine own mouth, thou art 
condemned. ■• • : » 

Universalists have talked much about the Pharisaical spirit 
of other denominations:. 1 could but think of this When the 
gentleman was picturing off vvith'such an air ofself-importande 
the exalted station, the superlatively magnificent and com- 
manding po'sition*lhe Universalists are to occupy in heaven, 
transported high qver all; from which eminence, he appeared 
to anticipate, he will shortly look down with ineffable contempt 
und disdain upon all the poor publicans in creation, who are 
so ignorant as to stand at a distance, crying "God be merci- 
ful to'me a sinner," not knowing that creat mvsterv, not onlv 
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"kept secret since, the world began," to apostolic times, but 
riot even revealed by Christ and all the apostles, that all Hairs, 
thieves, robbers, whoremongers, and yillians of every grade 
shall be made lioly.ahd happy jo heaven! How appropriately 
he might have prayed as folfows : u Go4,!i thank thee, that I 
am not as other men are, extortioners, unjust, adulterers?, or 
even as this publican. I fast thrice a week, L give tithes of 
all that 1 possess." "Charity nameth hot itself, is not puffed 
up." "Let him who thinks he stands take heed lest he fall." 
"jBe not high-minded 1 * "Let us therefore fear lest a promise 
being left Us of entering into his rest, any pf you should seeni 
to come short of it." "Look diligently lest arty man fail of 
the griace of God." t eouTd but look upon the 'close of Mr. 
Manford's last speebh as a kind of burlesque ' on his own 
brethren! He could not tell them gravely of their superior 
intelligence or mora! worth, surely. They do not claim to be 
better than their Neighbors are — they are satisfied with being 
as goodl But I have 116 personal reflections to offer, li is 
the doctrine we -have to do with. The gentleman rrVay enjoy 
his imaginary elevation, but the Lord says, "he that ekalteth 
himself shall be humbled." * 

I lay if down as an indisputable fact that all human laws 
ever made have had their penalties, and that a law without 
any penalty would be no law ' sat all. Froth this we get the 
consent of all the law-makers in all the world, that it is not 
only right that we should be punished for transgression, tyut 
that it is reasonable. To this my 'friend agrees, and quotes 
the words, "though ha\nd join in hand, the kicked shall riot 
gb Unpunished." This expression is as literally true as anV 
other found in all the bible. Not only the general consent 
qF mankind decided that 'man otight to be punished f6r 
crime, but that for some crimes he ought to be punished with 
the severest punishment in the power of man to inflict. 
1 Well I now ask the question, does an adequate punishment 
for all sins committed in this life take place before death? 
Every man of reason is bound to say no. Suppose a rnfcri 
has committed the most aggravated murder, and whilie his hand* 
are yet stained with the blood of innocence, he is stricken 
with a shock of lightning, and thus taken out of the world 
without feeling the first pang of punishment? Every man 
of reason knows that in such cases no adequate punish- 
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ment is inflicted in this life, yet my friend admits that he. 
shall not go unpunished. Then he must be punished after 
death, 1 defy him to escape the conclusion. 

For, such crimes as 1 have alluded to, by the general coh- 
seut of mankind, arc .punished as long as it is in tne power of 
man ,lo punish, and' the only reason why a punishment of 
greater duration is not inflicted, is because it is not in 
the*. power of man to inflict it. The idea of a punishment 
of great duration, is not repugnant to the reason of mankind 
theu. It is further to be observed that the time during whiqli. 
any one is engaged in the commission of a crime, has noth- 
ing, to do with the duration of the punishment: for some crimes 
committed in the shortest lime, we inflict punishment of the 
greatest duration. This is not at all contrary to the common 
sense of mankind, but accords wjjh it What goes further 
to show that punishment of great duration is reasonable, is 
the fact that the mischief done in a short time, by the trans- 
gressor, is of such great duration. The gentleman has ad- 
nutted that the effects of neglecting to improve our talents in 
1 ife, will follow us into the, resurrection state and by so doing 
has virtually admitted that they will never cease. If then, 
as he has now admitted, our conduct iu this, life will affect 
the.,, heavenly .state perpetually, and if a. man, shall deter- 
mine., tp, a,ct thrpugh his whole life in such a way as shall affept 
tfrje happiness of the eternal state perpetually, where, is there 
any thing unreasoiiahje in his being punished,. perpetually? 
...Lppk at the consequences that ma^y follow the conduct of 
one wipked man, and thenask yourself ,jf it is unreasonable 
tfcat Almighty God wouM inflict an endless punishment upon 
.such, and thus make him an example to men and angels", 
forever and ever. How man y cquntless millions would, \i take 
to tell the injury done the hunjan race by one Majhomet? 
Rivers of innocent blood lift up the cry. to God for vengeance^ 
nptiu the pitiful tones of my friend, but in the language of 
H>qhoiy martyr and witnesses of Jesus, viz; "how long, 
Lprp%.nply ajid true, dost thou not judge and avenge our 
UkK>donthem.th^tdwe^on the earth. , . [Time expired,] 
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; MR. : MANfc>K0<S 'FOURTH SfEEfcHv 

i •.. ■: ... ! ■:,; • ;.,-.. 

RpspECTEir Auditors: ■ 

'Mr. Franklin complained of mo, and I acknowledge justly,' 
for overrunning my "me, in my last speech; but! Bad just 
so'muchjto say, and' I. wished to say it while I was at it. But 
I promise not to do so this time. I shall probably fall short 
of my time in this speech, as much as I went beyond it in 
my last, which I will cheerfully give him; for honestly, my 
friends, I' see but little in his last speech that dfemands a re- 
ply., ftom me J .Indeed f hardly know where to begin ;' for, 
ns you afpall aware, the most of his time was taken up in 
efther 4psqribing to you my feelings and emotions, the ujf- 
happy; condition in which I felt myself ? how badly be had 
**.used } me up," &c., or in going over matters that have been 
§pj*e over an,^ over again, all this day, I may say— to all of 
which, it does seem to me, it is hardly necessary forme to 
reply .jg t He, has. said nothing new on these points— nothing 
bjK wfyaj he ha?, said before.,. two or three times, and nothing 
but jvliat I have, fairly, and I think successfully replied to. 
Were I to take up. your time ii> replying to them again in 
4e.taiU he would probably repeat over again just what he lias 
said before, and would loll you he had refuted me^-that I 
had failed, &c. 

, rAjad whatis still stranger, is, that he has hot advanced a 
single step sinco his previous speech ! Not a new argument, 
nota new. .prpof-text, did he advance in his last speech I 
Tbe-p^esMmptJonis that he is through — that he has done alt 
be can do. And what has he done? I only assert what 
you all know.* when I say he has introduced but barely one 
proof- text, and that is the passage injthe 25th of Malthcw! 
previous to introducing this passage,; he wandered from the 
ppint, trying 10 pro\o this, that, and the other, which *. it 
popved, could have but little or no bearing on the question 
*V issue— the endless punishment of the wicked. I finally, 
succeeded in bringing him to the point; he set down his, 
MQkes on^hqipftss^ge^ 4 * These shall gp away imp everlqst- 
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stages, except where they testify against themselves! A 
maji's testimony in favor of himself is not admissible; but 
when he testifies against himself, his* tcstmrony is dbtibly 
valuable—for no man, it is presumed, would testify against 
himself, except compelled by truth and candor to do so. 
This is the reason why 1 rely upon these rtmn when they 
testify in my favor, and reject them when they testify against 
me ; fpr when they do this, they testify in favor of thehv 
selves, and I cannot take their testimony. ,1 care nbtwhat 
Clarke, or Greenfield, or any one else say£in favor of end* 
less punishment ; but when they say anything a£«rtrret it, I 
sot it down as valuable, for it is presumed they wxnrid* not 
say any thing against it*, unless compelled by fa\cts to do*so. 

Gut notwithstanding Mr: Franklin : objects to my going to 
the noun to ascertain the meaning of 'the adjecth%he does 
what amounts to the same thing. In He,t. 7, he ; quotes 'the 
passage, ••** Who is made, not after 'the law of a criminal 
commandment, but after the power of rin endless- We; 3 * 'afad 
then read the next verse: "Thou are a* priest' forever after 
the order of Metallise 1 dek," because tisea* as synpnyinonS 
with that Word. This position is false, 'as 1 *'! abiindantty 
showed in my last speech. The word forever is not itsedltt 
$ynonymous with endless. ' 1nthe'firstMnstarfce;en6Hess ft 
applied to the IJfe of Christ J he wks rriade!, riot : a prfesti btft 
was made a living being, the Son of Gad,; " after the power 
of an endless life." Then in the next verse his priesthood 4s 
referred to : " Thou art a priest forever after Hhe- order' of 
Melchisedek." This fact was made so jplaini and the genfte- 
man's position so completely fexposed in my Ifetst, that, his 
only remedy was 1 to take this bosftion that Christ's priesthood 
will be entlless! And therefore, as his priesthood 1 will be 
endless, of course forever must meari endless 1 iUyift route 
the gentleman from his position, however, 'before -I sit down. 

But what I wish you to notice here isj that the'- Word reni- 
dered forever is not aionion. '^ccdrditig ttfhis bwft logid, 
he has gone to an entirely different ivord to get theitoeariing 
otalonion! Tlie word, or rather phrase; is tis tent diona*+ 
being the adverbial form of the noun a ion. It is nbnearer 
dionion than' aion is ; and instead of going tb tiibnafoi tfie 
meaning of aionibn, it would beTar 1 more' proper fo go : to 
aibniori for the'nTearirrig : aiunai '■ The • feentieman T *&eta&4o 
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do e,v;er^ tluug, ; £«d have' every thing, -wrowy end ToreinbstT 
fifpft there is. no other way, as. I before -stated, of obtaining, the 
iiiepningg Q(-e\t)^i\[aw^idn'pr'[ai6n r except by going to ""{he 
noun from * which' they ' are derived ; or by going still. Turtbe? 
tyac]; to tjie, Qrigjnal roots, a.ei and oh . ', ; This the gentleman 

Vfai*A tint nnT' vnn coo'nnW'wnat Vila crrt\ai hliictov 'aKrmi mv 



iBesicjes, thW ^e has, done "the same' th ing ; but, unlike, me j* he 

has failed,.. v . , ;,, ; ; , : . % .., ... { - ,. , 

' TBut^as 'tlie geritjediiipiu intimates . that he cares but fufle 
about human authorities* I will give him ' something from the 
Bible. 3\^acknight f you, recollect, says: "iTie' use^oLthe 
ter^5^prjexer, ; eyedastmg, &e. ft in Pther passages oFScrtpmrgj 
sbcTws that they who understand tliese' worcfs in a ^imitea 
seme, 'when applied (o punishment, *pu$ no forced interpreta- 
tion uppji them'.*' \~ This he sayslWis.bbund.'to'aclmowledge^^ 
Let lis therefore refer to .y the use of these words in othev 
passages qf the SQrjptur4, 4,v anct see how' the case stands', 
f nis, after all, is (he proper way to 'interpret ^Scripturo lap- 
guagei'arid phrases. ' Let f he Old Testament' interpret {\\e 
New-. says Alexander Campbell, as "• I showed you ' while oh 

le first proposition. , _ , w 

1st, Everlasting. ' "Aiidl will give." unto' thee and thy 

seed/alhthe lancl/bf Canaan, for an everlahthig possession" 

— : Gen. .lfy 8. „ . ... . > 

.* 4 And I will rn^ke of thee a multitude of peopfe, and Will 
el ve tHia. land (Canaan) to thy seecT after tKeei for an ever- 
la sting possession. "-r-Gen.. 48. 4. ■■.„'■ • ,. 

, JNqw was tl>i8 possession to be endless? No, for it has 
ceased )opj^ ago ! But; Te{ us read som e . more . a * Uriio the 
utmost bounds of the' everlasting lulls''-^" The eberlasH'hg 
inbumains were scattered. "-r-Hab. 3, C. ".Tfhe genttehian 
believes tliat' the everlasting hills and mountatns will all he 
destroyed when the world comes to an end.!' ; j 

. "Tor their annointing shall surely be an €rfir/a^/>?^priest- 
hooJ.^^Exod. |40, 15. "And lie (Phinehas) shall have It;, 
aii^^his seed after him ? eyen the covenant, for an everlasting 
pWstliood."— iSJum. 2fi', 13. "'And this shall be" l an \" ever," 



Idsti rig statute nnto. you, to inaTce 'an atonement Tor 1 the 
6Hiitfreh J of Israel once ' eVety^Veir;'— Lev. 16,' 34." \Va'5 
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the priesthood to be of endless duration ? or has it not long 
since been abolishedhy the priesthood of Christ ? Such my 
friends, is a sample of the Bible use of this word. Let us 
now read something about another word, which Mr. Franklin 
thinks means endless duration. 

2d. Forever. " He (Solomon) shall build me an house, 
and I will establish it forever:*''— 1 Chron. 17, 12. This 
house although established forever^ has long since been torn 
down and destroyed ! m " For^the land 'which thou seest, to 
ihee, (Abram) will I give it, and to thy seed forever."— 
Gen. 13, 15. *• You shall keep it (the passover) a feast 
by an ordinance* forever."— Exod. 12, 14. Was the observ- 
ance of the passover to be of endless duration ? " They 
shall be your bondsmen forever."— Ley. 25, 46. Were they 
to be bondsmen throughout endless duration? "I went to 
the bottom of the mountains; the earth with her bars was 
about me forever "—that is, three days ! — Jonah 2, 6. " The 
righteous shall inherit the land, and dwell therein forever." — 
Pa. 37, 29. Are the righteous to dwell in a land endlessly t 
" And his master shall bore his ear through with ah awl, and 
he shall serve him forever"— that is, as long as he live. — 
E*od.' 21, 6. " And they shall dwell in the land that I have 
given my servant Jacob, wherein your fathers have dwelt, 
and they shall dwell therein, forever ; and my servant David 
shall be their prince forever." — Ezek, 27, 25. This needs 
no comment. " But Judah shall dwell forever, and Jerusa- 
lem from generation to generation" — from geHed to genea. 
"For I have told him that I will judge his house forever, for 
the iniquity which he' knoweth." VVill the Almight be end- 
lessly, judging the house of Eli? And if to judge forever 
does not mean endless judgment, why should to punish for- 
ever mean endless purijshment ? ' frari any one tell ? Paul 
writing to Philejnon says of Oriesimus,— *' For perhaps he 
departed for 'a season,' that thou shouldst receive him forever*' 
—riot endlessly, .surety!' • . 

I might go. on and occupy my whole' time in referring to 
passages of this kind, where these words are undoubtedly 
used in a limited sense ; and then not refer' to one half of the 
places. 'Indeed this seems to be the most common use of 
them throughout the Bible, and it is a question with me. 
Whether there is a pdlitary place'iri the Bible where either "of 
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them strictly denotes eternity, or endless duration ! Let it 
be remembered that in all of these places to which I have re* 
ferred, the words rendered everlasting and forever— *m<mt<m 
and aiona in the original Greek, are the same words which Mr. 
Franklin relies on to prove his favorite doctrine of endless 
sin and suffering! ^ 

And now, from the fact that in so many places in the Bible, 
yea, almost universally, these wards are used in a limited 
sense, which cannot be denied, I lay it down as a rale which 
admits of no denial, that the common Bible use of them is 
limited, indefinite duration ; and I call on Mr. F. to show 
why we should depart from the primary and Bible use of 
these words, when applied to punishment? 

This he has to. do or give up the controversy. 1 affirm 
what I know to bo true, that these words can never signify 
endless duration, unless the things to which they are applied 
necessarily of themselves require such a signification ! — 
When applied to God and the duration of his throne and ex- 
istence* they may mean endless; yet, in this case it is doubt- 
ful whether they ever have that meaning. Says the cele- 
brated Scarlett, "When the reader meets with the phrase 
aionion God, he will understand thereby that God reigns 
throughout all the a ions, or ages; whether past, present, or to 
come; and aionion spirit is the spirit of God which has presi- 
ded over the church in all aion* f or ages." But, one thing is 
certain, if it means endless in such cases, it is because the 
subject to which it is applied necessarily requires it, and not 
from any force in the adjective. This being a fact which 
no man can successfully controvert, it follows that before 
Mr. F. can claim any assistance from the phrase aionion 
punishment, he must show some good reason from the na- 
ture and character of the punishment itself, why it should 
bo endless. I deny that there, is anything in the nature of 
punishment, human or divine, which requires thatjit should 
he endless ; nay, I go further—I deny the possibility of the 
thing; — First, becausc.no being could endure endless punish- 
ment — ii would gradually give way under it; and finally 
cjjue to exist, landless punishment, therefore, is an impos- 
sibility. Second, because ihe word renderedfpunishmeot in 
ihe jex i ( Kolflsw) forbids such an ides*. It means to chastise, 
to punish for the object of reformation. The firet and pri- 

22 
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mary moaning given by Greenfield is chastisement. You 
may have an aionion chastisement, a long, enduring chas- 
tisement ; but, to talk of an endless chastisement is a soli- 

cism ! 

A few more words on this subject and! pass to something 
else. 1st. Aionion and aiona rendered everlasting and for- 
ever, are derived from aion, the noun. 2d. I affirm, and 
have proved, that aion does not mean endless. I therefore 
lay down the following syllogism, to which I invite the gen- 
tleman's special attention, and which I challenge him to re- 
fute! 

1. No adjective nor adverb can mean more than the noun 
from which it is derived. 

2. A But aionion and aiona arc derived from aion, which does 
not mean endless ; 

3. Therefore, aionion and aiona do not mean endless. 

Here I set down my stakes, with assurance of perfect se- 
curity ; and the gentleman can either come up to the work now 
and make an attempt to defend his cause, or do as he did on 
the phrase "this generation" — silently back out, and thus 
let it all go by the board ! 

The gentleman affirms that Christ's reign as Priest and 
King is to be endless. He does this in order to show that 
the wotA forever means endless, because it is said "He was 
made a priest forever after the order of Melchisedek." All 
I have to say, is, that he and Paul are at direct antipodes on 
this point; — you can believe which you please. Paul says in 
1 Gor. 15: "For he (Christ) must reign TILL he hath put 
all enemies under his feet." How much longer will he reign 
after he has put all enemies under his feet ? Hear what the 
apostle says : "And when all things shall be subdued unto 
him, then shall, the Son also himself be subject unto Him 
thatput all things under him, that God may be all in all."— 
So, when all things shall be subdued unto Christ, then his 
reign and his priesthood will cease, will be at an end — at any 
rate his priesthood, for there will be no more occasion for a 
priest ; all will have been subdued, and theUon also himself 
will become subject unto the Father, and God be all in all. 
Sojnuch, then, for being "made a priest forever." It only 
means throughout, or during the New Dispensation— the 
reign of the Messiah. 
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In attempting to controvert the position that " the reign 
of Christ will come to an end at the resurrection," the gen- 
tleman refers to Rev. 5 : 13, which I said referred to the 
resurrection state ; and says he is "sure Christ is there rep- 
resented as sitting upon his throne." Now, I am "sure" 
Christ is not so represented at all ! Let us read the passage : 
"Arid every creature which is in heaven and on the earth, 
and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that 
is in them, heard I saying, blessing, and honor, and glory, 
and power be unto HIM that sitteth upon the throne, and 
unto the Lamb." It is God, and not the Lamb, or Christ, that 
is "represented as sitting upon the throne !" This was quite 
a mistake ! 

While I think of it I will just notice another failure the gen- 
tleman made, although it is not of much consequence. In my 
last I challenged him to produce another place in the Bible 
besides 1 Cor 15: 50, where 'kingdom,' 'kingdom of heaven,' 
or "kingdom of God," means Heaven itself. He says he is 
ready to make the trial, and in making the trial, refers to 2 
Pet. 1 : 11 — "For so an entrance shall be administered unto 
you abundantly into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord 
and Savior Jesus Christ." Now, this was said but a few 
years previous to the destruction of the Jewish state and the es- 
tablishment of Christ's kingdom on earth; and the simple, un- 
mistakable meaning of the apostle is, that all who at that time 
lived, if they continued in faith and good works, "an entrance 
should be ministered unto them abundantly into the everlasting 
kingdom of Christ" — the kingdom which he was then to set 
up and establish on earth. Nothing else is intended. I bold- 
ly affirm'that if the passage does not mean the reign or king- 
dom of Christ on earth, then there is not a passage in the 
Bible which has such a meaning! The thing is so plain that 
it needs no argument to prove it. The gentleman's "trial" 
therefore, is a — failure. 

What he said about my making God "the author of lies," 
is too low, mean, and contemptible to need a serious reply! 
He avoids the true issue on this point; and, in order to shield 
himself, endeavors to draw your attention by telling you I say 
God is "the author of lies !" I said no such thing, and he 
knows it! and I hold him up here before this audience as a 
man who can villify, misrepresent, and pervert arguments 
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which ht cannot meet— willingly and with malice afore- 
thought! 1 scorn such conduct ! I look upon it as childish 
and contemptible to the last degree ! Why did he not meet 
my argument like a man and not as a demagogue? I have 
said that God is the first cause of everything — and, therefore, 
in some sense or other, he must be the autHor of everything. 
And why did 1 say this? Because 1 maintained that if end- 
less punishment be true, then God is the author of it, and 
consequently, the author of an infinite evil ! For God made 
man just what he is, and if .there bo an endless hell, God 
made that, and if there be a devil, God made him also, (or 
he is self-existent,) for 'he made everything that was made-' 
Now, if man's conduct, or W«, plunges him into interminable 
ruin for which there is no remedy, then God is the author 
of it, for he saw beforehand the end from the beginning, 
and seeing this, he made man whU a perfect knowledge that 
his existenco would terminate in endless and irretrievable 
ruin ! But foreknowledge with God, as to the termination or 
results of his own works, is the same as foreordination ; and 
therefore, the doctrine of eudles punishment being an end, 
reflects upon God's character, and robs him not only of his 
glory, but of the last particle of goodness ! Bui Xo return. 
If a man makes a machine which in its operation, proves 
injurious to community, perhaps destructive to human life, 
that man is in one sense, the author of evil — yet he may be 
one of the best men in the world, having the least evil inten- 
tion towards any one. So with God. He has made many 
a wonderful machine 1 capable of doing good or evil, and 
instituted certain laws by which to reward him for his good, 
and punish him for his evil deeds, so that there may be 
as much good, and as little evil in the world as possible. 
Man sins. God is not the author of his sins, in any other 
sense than he is the author of man ; and that he is the author 
of man, no one denies. Mr. Franklin believes this, and he 
knows that I do not make God the author of sin. in any other 
sense than this — which he himself believes. God does 
not, and cannot sin; for he is infinitely holy! but he has 
made man, who does sin, und this is alt 1 contend for. lie in 
therefore, responsible for man's conduct, jhe same as a par- 
ent is responsible for the conduct of his children ; otherwise 
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God would not punish and reward man for his conduct. Sin 
and evil, I maintain, are but incidental to mortal existence ; 
but should they finally eventuate, in infinite evil, in end- 
less sinning, then God will be responsible for it, he will 
be the author of it — for it wil^ be an end, an eventuation of 
his own government and works ; so if endless punishment be 
true, there is no way to avoid the conclusion that God 
will be the author of it, and consequently, the author of 
an infinite evil ! 

Now let the gentleman come forward and meet this argu- 
ment, or hold his peace, and not take up sin itf the abstract, 
and accuse me again of saying that God is the author of it ! 
I say not that God is the author of sin, in the abstract; he is 
the author of man, and man is the author of sin. Should the 
gentleman say again that "the devil" is the author of sin, all 
1 ask of him is to tell us who is the author of the devil ? He 
satd "the devil was a liar from the beginning;" but some 
people say that in the "beginning," he was an angel in 
heaven ! 1 would like some light on this subject. 

But there is one other subject I had almost forgotten , and 
which I must notice before I sit down. I allude to the sub- 
ject- of eternal life, as used in the New Testament, as espe- 
cially in the gentleman's proof-text from Matt. 25. He 
assumes the position, (I say assumes, for he cannot prove it,) 
that it means the immortal life of the believer, in the future 
world. This, I deny, and in my last I showed clearly 
by reference to other places, where the phrase occurs, that it 
means the spiritual life of the kingdom or gospel — that it is 
the life which the believer enjoys in this world. In proof of 
his position, he says 1 admitted to him in a private conversa- 
tion, that "eternal life" does not extend beyond this world, dec. 
Now, whether I did or not, is of no consequence in this de- 
bate. And if I did make such admission to him in "private 
conversation," he has done what no true gentleman would do 
in thus bringing it into this debate ! But I now deny, so far 
as this debate is concerned, of ever making such admission ! 
I am losing confidence in the man every speech he makes, 
both as a gentleman and 1 a christian. I tell him as I did in 
relation to another subject — it is none of his business what I 
say in "private conversation ;" let him attend to what I say in 
this debate, and he will have enough to do. 
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I have now replied to all the points in the gentleman's last 
speech which, in my candid opinion, was deserving of a 
reply. The most of his speech was made up of assertions, 
scarcely ever touching my arguments. The passage I quoted 
from lsa. 34, which refers to the desolation of Idumea, 
and speaks of the land becoming "burning pitch," the "dust 
turned into brimstone," and the "smoke thereof going up 
forever," he has paid no attention to. Doubtless he will not. 
Perhaps he will pay no attention to the numerous passages I 
have introduced in my present speech, in reference to the 
words "everlasting" and "forever !" We shall see. 

The most of his speech being made up of assertions 
and repetitions, I refer you and him to my last speech for a 
formal reply to all that has not been referred to again in this. 
The arguments of my last speech, I conceive, have not been 
touched ; and until he can say something more than he did in 
his last, they must still remain untouched. What he said 
about the punishment of sin, and the reasonableness and jus- 
tice in the idea of its "great duration," because the effects of 
some men's wickedness is of long duration, all vanishes 
when you recollect that in one short hour, the wickedest 
man can repent, be baptised, obtain remission, and escape ah 
punishment ! What now becomes of the "effects" and "con- 
sequences of a man's sins ? Suppose Tom Paine had re- 
pented and got religion just before he died, what would 
have been done about punishing him throughout "great dura- 
tion," to compensate for the "mischief done in a short time" 
by writiAg his Infidel book? You may "look at the conse- 
quences that may follow the conduct of one wicked man" 
and you may reason or imagine yourself into the belief that 
" it is reasonable" that God should punish him for a "great 
duration," or endlessly ; but alas! he repents before he dies, 
and goes to heaven ! Where now are your "consequences" of 
his wickedness? They still remain. Where now is his 
punishment due for these "consequences?" O, pshaw! 
This is all I will say. The balance of my time I give 
him. 
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MR. FRANKLIN* CLOSING SPEECH. 



Bilovep Fellow-Cjtizsns : 

I now rise before you to make my closing speech on the- 
important question now before us, after which 1 shall leave 
the question for every man to decide for himself in this great 
and intelligent community. I shall first pay a little attention 
to Mr. Manford's last speech, and then proceed to recapitu- 
late my argument, and place it before you in as clear and 
forcible a manner as I can. 

: I cheerfully agree with the gentleman that he did not know 
where to begin in his last speech, and so far as any argument 
is concerned, his part of the debate would have been about 
as strong if he had not began at alL He says that he only 
asserts what you all know when he asserts that I have only 
introduced one proof text. This will do for a man who had 
talked as loudly about misrepresentation as he has done, but 
any other man could not talk so and be believed ; and it may 
be that he will not be believed by the time I have finished, my 
recapitulation, or even that he is not believed now. I have 
introduced more than one half dozen scriptures to which he has 
attempted no reply whatever. In addition to this, a goodly 
number he has tried to examine and failed. Yet he has the 
assurance to stand up and face this audience and tell them 
that I have introduced but one proof text. The truth of the 
matter is, that the one proof text, Mat. 25, which seems to 
pierce him so horribly, has proved invulnerable, and has. ter- 
rified him so that he can think of nothing else. But he tells 
you that he has finally succeeded in bringing me to the point. 
That put me in mind of the old astronomer who had watched 
the motions of the earth until it had performed its annual 
revolution, and reached the precise point where it had been 
just one year before, when he exclaimed to those about him, 
"we have succeeded in bringing it to the point at last." • Just 
so Mr. M. sucoeeded in bringing me to the point at last, when 
I came to it of my own accord. But from the restlessness 
he has manifested, I should judge I was much closer to the 
point all the time than he desired. I know the meaning of 
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•11 that long parade. The object of it is merely to fill up 
time, and not to get me any nearer to the point. He, in truth, 
only dreaded it all the time, because he could not get me off 
from the point. 

Mr. M. still tries to escape discussion on the meaning of 
the Greek word aionion, but there is no escape for him here. 
1 cannot let him off to another word ; yet I confess, that 1 feel 
for him, for he is conscious that he must cheat this audience 
some way, and get them to take the definition of another 
word, in the place of the word in dispute. Well, then, 
what is the advantage in going to it ? Why not give the peo* 
pie honestly and candidly) the definition of aionion, and 
not go off for the definition of another word ? The reason 
is at hand. You know the definition of that word -is not the 
same in our lexicon ; and you want the people to take the 
definition of awn, in the place of the definition of aionkm, 
for no other reason Under heaven, only because you know it 
is not the same. What reason have you given for wanting the 
people to take the definition of aion in the pkce of the defi- 
nition of aionion ? None under the heavens, but your bare 
assertion, that the two words have the same meaning ; and 
this assertion is not correct, or the lexicographers would have 
defined both words alike, whicH^ou know they have not 
done. 

The effort made by Mr. M. to escape the very word used by 
our Lord, and impose the definition of another word on this 
people, is one of the best evidences I have found, of his con- 
sciousness that he must fail, if lie cannot get clear' of the 
meaning of that word. 

He tells you that he lays it down as a rule, that no adjec- 
tive can mean more than the noun from which it is derived, 
and that I have not denied it. Well, I do deny it most posi- 
tively, and I say further, that it is no rule at all, but simply his 
bare assertion. How has he proved it ? He has not proved 
it all; but simply asserted it, The fact that the lexicons define 
two word differently, is sufficient evidence that they have dif- 
ferent meanings, with men who regard evidence. 

After all the gentleman's long parade in quoting Dr. A. 
Clarke, and telling what a great, learned, and good man he 
was, he now represents him as dishonest, because he decides 
against him; and accuses him with doing it to sustain his 
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position. I told you I would prove his sincerity in quoting 
Clarke. With him a man is great, learned, and good, while 
he : ca« pervert his language into the service to prove Univer- 
saltsm, but the moment his language is quoted against him, he 
is dishonest ! ! He says he does not take the testimony 
of great men, only "where they testify against themselves." 
That is, he does not take their testimony only where they tes- 
tify what they did not believe ! 1 

In his last speech, Mr. M . set off to give us a long list of 
places where the word eternal is used in a limited sense ; but 
he simply did so to fill up his speech, for I have stated 
that the word is frequently used in a limited sense. I have 
also mentioned the fact that the word endless is used in a lim- 
ited sense, and so is the word perpetual and any other word 
in human speech. But he tells us, that he doubts whether 
the word means endless any place in the Bible. Well, I can 
very soon remove all doubts on that point, in the mind 
of every candid man present. When we read of "the ever- 
lasting God," the word everlasting, expresses the duration of 
the existence of God, and nothing else. The word in that place 
is used in an unlim ited sense, beyond a doubt. W hen we read 
of "everlasting life," "eternal life," &c, the word expresses 
unlimited duration. To avoid this, Universahsts have set off 
to prove that eternal or everlasting life is in this world ; but 
this avoids not the difficulty ; for they dare not any it will end. 
The word eternal, when applied to life, expresses its duration ; 
and means just the same as our Savior did, when he said, 
"He that beUeveth on me shall never die." Will eternal life 
end '! He dare not say it will. Well, what is the word that 
expresses its duration ? The Greek aionion, translated everlast- 
ing. Everlasting life is unending life, beyond all dispute. This, 1 
showed in my last speech, on Matt. 25 . 42; but the gentle- 
man found it convenient to pass it by silently, and made not 
one solitary remark upon it. I did not succeed in "bringing 
him to the point." 

He calls upon me, to tell why we should not take the pri- 
mary meaning of the word aianion. I was just about to ask 
him that very question. 1 just open my lexicon, and turn over 
honestly to the very word used by our Lord, and take the first 
and literal definition of the word, and read it out to the people. 
How I want to know why he does not do the same. The rea>» 
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son is at hand. This straight forward course will not sustain 
his position. He must try to get you to take another word, 
and if that will not do, you must not believe the lexicons, but 
take his assertion , in opposition to them . But 1 spare him here, 
for he feels his nakedness. 

The gentleman has finally found an unanswerable argu- 
ment. Endless punishment is impossible. Rut where is the 
proof? Why, Mr. M. says, it is impossible. You need not quote 
the words of Jesus, that "all things are possible with God/' 
for Mr. Manford has proved by one of his infallible assertions 
that endless punishment is impossible. It cannot be, therefore, 
because it is impossible, and it is impossible therefore, because 
it cannot be !. That is the way to prove things. 

The word kolosis, translated punishment , means to chastise, 
to punish for the object of reformation, he thinks. That 
little, chastisement that fell upon a million and a- half of 
Jews, who washed the streets of Jerusalem, with their blood. 
I suppose produced a great reformation in those upon whom 
it fell ! A sorer punishment than death without mercy 
will be a chastisement that will follow some men into another 
world, for their reformation ! Grand logic this Universalian 
logic ! ! 

The gentleman took the trouble to tell you that I let the ex- 
pression, ."this generation," pass silently. That is only 
another of his blunders, in his confusion. I made a state- 
ment of the proper meaning of this generation, and it stands 
yet, untouched by Mr. M., except his bare assertion that my 
statement was not correct. My statement was one that I 
knew every man would find correct who would look into 
a lexicon, and not consider it worth while to repeat it 
over again. _ I stated that the first definition of the Greek 
word genea, translated generation^ Malt. 24 : 34, was family. 
This, Mr. M. positively denied. Well, 1 now say with my 
lexicon before my eyes, that I was correct, as any man 
can see, who will be at the trouble of looking. 

Mr. Manford now denies making God the author of sin, 
only in one sense, and accuses me of misrepresenting him. 
If I misrepresented him, I did it in quoting his own words, 
bur the truth of the matter is, 1 did not misrepresent him 
at all j as you may see from his last speech. In one breath 
he denies that God is the author of sin, and in the next 
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breaih declares that he is the author of sin in some sense, and 
tells that I believe the same, I deny it roundly ; I believe no 
such blasphemous nonsense. And [ deny the outrageous 
notion that God is responsible for man's sins. He talks about 
the character of God, but what kind of a character does he 
represent the Almighty as possessing] Why God is the 
author of sin ; yet he punishes man with death without 
mercy; and even a sorer punishment than death, without 
mercy for committtng sin. Yet he tells you that he is good 
and hisf tender mercies are over all ! As it respects endless 
punishment, he has not proved that it is an evil, and his 
asserting it over and over, eight or ten times in a speech, doss 
not prove it to be an evil. But he has acknowledged on the 
other hand, the importance of knowing it, if the doctrine be 
true, that we may escape it. How does he expect to escape it 
by knowing it ? The idea is, by being a good man — by 
obeying the gospel. In this, he has virtually acknowledged, 
that the belief of the doctrine of endless punishment would 
make htm better, and all belter, in order to escape it. And 
that is the true state of the case. The doctrine of endless 
punishment has more power in subduing rebellious spirits, 
without any of the other high and holy considerations of the 
gospel, thau all the Universalism in the world. This, Mr. 
Man ford felt, when he spoke of the importance of knowing 
it, if it be true. 

Mr. Man ford, it appears, can see no difference between that 
man who repents — reforms his life, acknowledges his sinful- 
ness and turns to God, and that man who continues an obdu- 
rate and an impenitent sinner to the last. The effect of the 
wicked conduct of the one, he allows is going on in the 
world equal with the other. Had Paine publicly and man- 
fully confessed his error only one year before he died, it 
would have stripped his infidel book of nine-tenths of its 
power. And if Mr. Manford would give up his Universal ism, 
and do all he cottld the remainder of his life, to counteract his 
former teaching, as some men have done, the effect of his 
operations would be very different on the world, from what 
it will, if he pursues his course on regularly until death. 
And if he finds himself mistaken, as he certainly will, he 
wili find his condition vastly different when lie will stand be- 
fore God. But I have already given more auention to 
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his last speech, than I intended. Without further ceremony, 
I shall proceed to review the argument. 

I . Our proposition reads as follows : "Do the scrip* 
ture* teach that those who die in disobedience to the gospel, 
will suffer endless punishment ?" This proposition I divided 
into three, though greatly to the annoyance of Mr. Manford. 
The first of these was that those who die in disobedience to 
the gospel, will never be saved. The second was that 
they will be punished after death. And the third was that the 
punishment will be endless. Having thus marked out my 
course, I proceed to the infallible oracles of God, beginning 
with Matt. 7: 13, 14, and its parallel, Luke 13: S3, 29. 
Prom these passages, it was shown that the very question our 
Universalian friends are always talking about, was presented 
to our Savior, in the following word : "Lord, are there few 
who shall be saved ?" In the place of informing those who 
asked this Question, that all will be saved, the Lord proceeded 
to charge them to "strive to enter in at the strait gate," assu- 
ring them at the same time, that when once the Master of the 
house shall have arisen up and shut to the door, they should 
stand without crying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and that he 
should order them to depart — they should not be able to 
enter in. 

Mr. M. contended that "the kingdom here,' 9 meant the 
church, and consequently, that some would strive to enter into 
the church, but shall not be able, 1 showed that this could 
not be, for the language of the Lord, relative to the church, 
is, "whosoever will, let him come," and "htfthat cometh to 
me, I will in nowise cast out." The next quibble Mr. 
M. made, was that if "the kingdom" meant heaven, then, the 
wicked go to heaven, and are cast out. But I showed that the 
wicked were to "stand without the dopr, and knock," and that 
it was from that position, without the door, they were to 
be "thrust out," and that they had never been within. This 
passage, Mr. M. has tried hard to answer, but has made 
a. most perfect failure. It still stands in all its force, testify- 
ing that the wicked shall stand without the door, and knock, 
crying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and shall strive to enter in 
but shall not be able. I have repeatedly called upon Mr. M. to 
point out the kingdom on this earth, where persons strived to 
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enter in, and were not able. This, he has not and he can * 
not do. 

2. My second argument was drawn from several passages 
which show the conditional ity of eternal salvation. Some 
of- those 1 wtH repeat. Matt. 6: 19, the Lord commands us 
to "lay up treasure in heaven." Universalism teaches, that 
3,11 men snail have treasure in heaven, whether they lay it up 
as commanded or not. ], Tim. 6 : 17, 19, was referred 
to for the purpose of showing that man must do good works, 
in order to secure a good foundation against the time to coma 
and eternal life. But Universalism teaches that all men will 
have a good foundation against the time to come and eternal 
life, whether they do these good works or not. In Col. 3:1, 
we have a command to "seek those things which arc above, 
' where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God." But if the 
doctrine of my friend be true, there is no force in such 
a command, for all men will have those things which are 
above, whether they seek for them or not. Rom. 1: 7, 
was then referred to, as an evidence that in order that we have 
glory, honor, immortality, acd eternal life, we must seek 
lor them. In order to escape the force of this passage, Mr. M. 
contended that "glory, and honor, and immortality, and eter- 
nal life," are in this world. In order to do this, he took the 
position that the word translated immortality, is not the word 
thus translated in other places. This, we admitted; but 
we showed that it is the very word that is translated incorrup- 
tibility, some four times in 1 Cor. 15, and if he brings the im- 
mortality of Rom. 2, into this world, he also, must bring the 
iucorruption of 1 Cor. 15, into this world. 

Just so certain, then, as the ** glory, honor, immortality 
and eternal life," Rom. 2: 7, is in the future world, Uni- 
versalism is gone. No argument from any other part of the 
Bible can save it. And if you put that which is indicated 
by each of these terms in this life, I should like to know 
what terms refer to the future state ! 1 quoted the words : 
".He that overcometh shall be clothed in white raiment ; 
and I will not blot out his name out of the book' of life, but 
I will confess his name before my Father, and before his 
angels." Rev. 3 : o. In connection with this, 1 quofsl 
the word* : " To him that overcometh, will I grant to sit 
with me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and can sit 
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down with my Father in his throne.'* Ret. 3 : 21. This 
language implies conditions as strongly as any language can, 
and asserts, to him who can and will appreciate the force of 
langUBge, that he who does not overcome, shall not be 
clothed in white raiment, and his name shall be blotted out 
of the book of life, and 1 will not confess his name before 
my Father and his angels, and he shall net sit down with 
me in my throne. This passage, Mr. M. has not set aside 
and he cannot. It was further shown, that the Lord says, 
*• Ho that belie veth not the Son shall not see life ; but the 
wrath of Godabideth on him." John 3: 36: This passage 
being true, my first position is sustained beyond the possibil- 
ity of a doubt. I called your attention to Heb. 2: 2,3, to 
show that there is no escape from the punishment threat- 
ened in the gospel. From Heb. 3: 11, it was shown that 
God swore in his wrath that the Israelites should not enter 
into his rest, in the earthly Canaan ; and at verse 1 , chapter 
4, the apostle commands christians to " fear lest a promise 
being left us of entering into his rest, any of us should seem 
tocomeshort of it." This rest remaining for the people of 
God, is that shadowed forth, by the entrance into the earthly 
Canaan, and from the expression of the apostle it is clear 
that a man may come short of it, or fail to enter into that 
rest. The words of Paul were further quoted and relied 
upon, Heb. 6 : 4, 6, " For it is impossible for those who 
were once enlightened, and have tasted the heavenly gift, 
and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost, and have tasted 
the good word of God, and the powers of the world to come, 
if ihey shall fall away, to renew them again unto repent- 
ance; seeing they crucify to themselves the Son of God 
afresh, and put him to an open shame." On this very clear 
and explicit statement of the apostle, he comments as fol- 
lows : " For the earth that drinketh in the rain that eometh 
oft upon it, and bringeih forth herbs meet for them by whom 
it is dressed, receiveth blessing from God ; but that which 
beareth thorns and briars, is rejected ; whose end is to be 
burned." This passage received no attention from Mr. M., 
for the very good reason that he knows that when God de- 
clares a thing to be impossiblo, it is no use to contend against 
it. But 1 quoted the apostle further, Heb. 1 1 : 26, 27, where 
he says, •' II we sin wilfully after we have received the 
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knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice 
for sin, but a certain fearful looking for of judgment, and 
fiery indignation which shall devour the adversaries." On 
this, it was shown, the apostle gives his own comment, as 
follows : •* He that despised Moses' law, died without mercy 
under two or three witnesses : of how much sorer punish- 
ment, suppose ye, shall he be thought worthy, who hath 
trodden under foot the Son of God, and hath counted the 
blood of the covenant wherewith he was sanctified, an un- 
holy thing, anoVhath done despite unto the spirit of grace?" 
This passage has received no attention from the gentleman, 
except his assertion that there can be a sorer punishment , 
than death without mercy in this life. Heb. 12 : 14, 17 was 
quoted to show that we may fail of the grace of God, which 
passage my friend has not attempted to harmonize with his 
theory. Jude 12:3 was quoted to show that some men are 
compared to trees twice dead and plucked up by the roots. 
But this, too, has been passed in silence by Mr. M. To 
conclude this branch of the evidence, Rev. 22 : 13, 19 was 
quoted to show that by certain wicked conduct, a man's part 
may be' taken out of the book of life and out of the things 
written in it, and the plagues written in that book may "be 
udded to him. 

Now I ask again, as 1 did once before on this point, in the 
name of all reason, in view of the candor and faithfulness 
as well as the inflexibility of the Almighty, is it possible for 
any man to be saved, who has refused to " lay up treasure in 
heaven " — refused to" seek those things which are above, " 
would not " follow peace with all men and holiness, without 
which no man shall see the Lord " — failed to "lay up a good 
foundation against the time to come, that he may lay hold 
on eternal life " — positively refused to " fear lest a promise 
being left us of entering into his rest, any of you should 
seem to come short of it *" — who would not strive to over- 
come as Jesus overcame, and thus sit down with him in his 
Father's throne — the in.ui whom "it is impossible to renew 
again," and who has " failed of the grace of God — whose 
end is to be burned " — for " whom there remaineth no more 
sacrifice for sin " — " in whom God will have no pleasure " — 
a " raging wave of the sea foaming out his own shame ; 
twice dead and plucked up by the roots, for whom is re- 
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swed the blackness of darkness forever " — for "whom 
nothing remains but a certain fearful looking for of judgment 
and fiery indignatiou which shall devour the adversaries "— 
whose ** part is taken out of the book of life, and out of the 
holy city, and out of the things written in the book of life," 
who shall suffer a " sorer punishment than death without 
mercy " — for whom there is no 4i repentance, though sought 
with tears," and who shall stand without and knock at the 
door, after the master Khali have risen up and shut it to, and 
cry, I*>rd, Lord, open unto us, and to whom the Lord will 
say, 4 * depart, ye workers o^ iniquity, I never knew you "-- 
1 say, is it possible that such can ever be saved ? If so, 
then human speech is incapable of expressing any thing but 
solvation ; for such language is just as fur from salvation as 
it can be. 

2. 1 quoted several passages in the second place to show 
certainly that God will punish man after death. A £ these 
were quoted on the first proposition, and as my time is run- 
ning near to a close, I shall simply refer to them. 2 Tim. 
4 : 1, speaks of the judgment of the dead. Acts 10 : 42, de- 
clares the same. The rich man and Lazarus were referred 
to for the same purpose. Rev. 21:8, was adduced on the 
same point, in connection with Rev. 20: 12. Some other 
passages were also quoted touching this point, all of which 
stand in full force, not being the least impaired by any thing 
said by Mr. M. 

Now, if the most clear and explicit language of the book 
of God can establish any proposition that Jesus Christ "shall 
judge the quick and dead"— -that "Christ was ordained of 
God to be the judge of quick and dead " — that " it is appointed 
unto men once to die, and after this the judgment " — that a 
" man died and was buried ; and in hell he lifted up bis eyes, 
being in torments*'— that it is a "doctrine of lies, and 
strengthens the hands of the wicked, that he should not re- 
turn from his wicked way to promise him life" — that " the 
fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominable, and murderers, 
and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idolater*, aud all liars, 
shall have their port in the lake .that burns with fire and 
brimstone: which 1* the second death."— aliat the dead, 
small and great, shall stand before God. * * * and he judged 
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judged out of those things written in the books, according 
to their works." 

3. On the duration of punishment, I quoted Matt. 25 : 46. 
" These shall go away into everlasting punishment: but the 
righteous into life eternal." On this point, L showed that 
the same Greek word, aionion, which expresses the duration 
of punishment, -also expresses duration of life, and that the 
life and punishment both belong to the^same state. This 
Mr. M. admitted. * I then proceeded to give a definition of 
the Greek word aionion, which was found to be "unlimited as 
to duration.,, This Mr. M. has attempted to meet in no way 
only to escape to axon in the place of aionion. But for this he 
has given no good reason. His course has been to assert 
that the two words mean the same, but for this assertion he 
has given no reason but his own bare assertion that the adjec- 
tive can have no other meaning than the noun ; but this ispro- 
ved false by the lexicons, which give different meanings to these 
words. But Greek lexicons are no authority compared with 
his bare assertion! But I relied not alone on the lexicons, but 
referred to Heb. 7: 16, 17, where Paul justifies himself for 
saying Christ was made a priest "after the power of an endless 
life," by quoting the words of David — "Thou art a priest for ! 
ever." In this passage he makes the words "endless" and 
"forever" the same in meaning. But here Mr. M. thought he 
saw where I had done the same in substance as he had done 
in going to another word, because the Greek word in this pas- 
sage is aiona and not aionion, but if he will look into his lex- 
icon he will see that aiona is defined with aionion, and conse- 
quently the definition is just the same, but he goes to another 
word with another definition. I am aware that it isr hard to 
rob him of this his only attempt to escape, but truth requres 
that it should be done. I also have referred to 2 Cor. 4: 6, to 
show that Paul defines the things which are seen, temporal, and 
the things which are not seen, eternal. Then I contend that 
those temporal punishments that Mr. M. speaks of are not the 
punishments the Savior speaks of in my proof-text, for it is eter- 
nal punishment, and not temporal This he has not deigned to 
notice, but has filled up his time, in telling you that I have 
only offered one proof- text. As I before observed, he has taken 
the position that the "eternal life" in Mat. 25: 46, is cotempo- 
rary with the "everlasting punishment," and thai VwiCei %xfc 
23 
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in this world, but he dare not say that eternal life will ever 
end, or that it is not endless. 1 have showed that the same 
word, in the lips of the same speaker, in the same sentence, 
is used to express the duration both of the life and punish- 
ment. This word must be used in the same in both places 
in this sentence beyond all dispute, and that it expresses the 
duration of the life, and that that life is endless, cannot be de- 
nied by any man living. Just so certain then as the dura- 
tion of the life mentioned in this passage is endless, the pun- 
ishment is endless. The very same word, then, that expresses 
the duration of the life of the righteous also expresses the 
duration of the punishment of the wicked. Indeed the same 
word is used to express the duration of the existence of God, 
and that it does not mean endless here no man who has any 
regard for truth can affirm. The effort that Mr. M. attempted 
to make by showing that the same word is used sometimes in 
a limited sense, can be made relative to any word in human 
speech. The word endless is used in the scripture in 
a limited sense, but who would attempt to get its proper 
meaning from such a use? 

1 then referred to the use of the words forever and ever, as 
found in Rev. In doing this, I showed that these words ex- 
press the duration of the life of God, the life of Christ, and 
the praises of God with the reign of Christ. The only effort 
Mr. M. made hore was to try to show that the reign of Christ 
would come to an end, and consequently that the word could 
not mean endless. But beyond all dispute, when it is applied 
to the duration of the life of God, it means endless. Still 
further, I showed from Isa. 9 : 7, that " of the increase of 
his government there shall be no end" and the reason as- 
signed for this statement just below, is that he shall sit upon 
the " throne of David forever." To this I will just add the 
words of Daniel, Dan. 7: 14; "His dominion is an ever- 
lasting dominion, which shall not pass away, and his king- 
dom that which shall not be destroyed." If this is to be re- 
lied on, there is an end to the gentleman's quibble. The 
same words then, in the same book, from the pen of the 
same man in reference to the same state* tha* the Spirit of 
God used to express the duration of the life of God, are used 
to express the duration of the punishment of the wicked. I 
ask again, then, by what rule does any man admit those 
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words to mean unlimited duration in ten places in the same * 
book, in reference to the same state, used by the same man, 
and then deny that it has the same meaning in the three 
places where it applies to punishment ? Certainly by no 
rule or law of language whatever, only a determination to 
have the discussion in a certain way. 

That the soul and body of man may be destroyed in hell 
after death, where the worm dieth not and the fire is not 
quenched, where he will suffer eternal punishment, and be 
tormented forever and ever, is just as certain as that the Bible 
is a revelation from God. Whoever shall be the miserable 
victims of this fierce vengeance of God, most certainly will 
be without any thing to ground a hope of escape upon. I ask, 
then, what language the Almighty could have used to express 
the duration of the punishment of the wicked that would 
have been more forcible than that to which I have referred 1 
I do not know any way that endless punishment could nave 
been expressed more clearly, than it is expressed in the Bible. 

Beloved neighbors, you have now heard us present what 
we have to say on this great question. You have heard Mr. 
M- acknowledge the superiority of the importance of know- 
ing it, if I am right, and you have heard him admit how 
much less the importance of knowing it, if he is right. The 
reason why he admits it to be so important to know it, if I 
am right, is that we may obey the gospel and thus escape 
punishment ; and on the other hand, the reason why it is of 
so little importance to know it, if he is righti is that it will 
not make any one any better if he does know it. 

You have seen the close places Mr. M. has been in, in this • 
discussion ;• and that in many instances he would not ac- 
knowledge that he believed plain passages of scripture. In- 
deed, he could not, without giving up his theory. You must 
now decide for yourselves, and my prayer is, that you may 
-decide in such a way as you will be satisfied in life, inMeath, 
and in the morning of the resurrection. 

The subjects we have discussed, have been before me 
some twelve years, and I know that I have looked at them 
with candor ; and look upon it as my duty, now that we are 
about to close the debate, to assure you that I am happy in 
thus having made this effort in defence of truth and right- 
eousness ; and, although I have received ^cv ttvo%\\^>^\v&^> 
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language, I have tried to keep in the spirit of my master, 
and not return railing for railing. 

Gentlemen, moderators, you have my most grateful thanks 
for the respectful and dignified manner you have presided in 
this discussion. And you, my fellow-citizens, have my most 
sincere thanks for your patient attention. 

My prayer to the giver of all good is, that this discussion 
may be the means, under God, of enlightening mankind and 
promoting righteousness in the earth. To the great name of 
God, through Jesus Christ, be the honor and power everlast- 
ing. Amen. 



MR. MANFORD'S CLOSING REPLY- 



Ladies and Gentlemen : 

The gentleman tells us that he has introduced more than 
one-proof-text. I again tell him, what every one in the con- 
gregation knows to be correct, that he has produced only one 
proof text on ihe proposition before us to-day, and that is 
Matt. 25: 46. That is the only passage he had cited that re- 
lates to the duration of punishment, the subject of our present 
discussion. The other texts he has read say nothing about 
the duration of punishment, and therefore are not proof-texts. 
If his views of them all are correct, they would not come 
within a thousand miles of proving that any of mankind will 
suffer endless misery. It is perfect folly, then, to call them 
proof -texts. Every one knows that they are not. He prom- 
ised in the beginning to do the very best he could for his 
cause; and he thought he could do it ample justice, as he has 
studied it faithfully twelve years. His ardent and laborious 
studies by day and by night, for twelve long years, accom- 
panied by the laudable aspiration to do something great, has 
armed him, he thinks, with one evidence thatthe God of hea- 
ven will torment a portion of his own offspring, without mercy 
and without end! Without doubt the gentleman has done 
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the best he could; and if he could have mustered one more 
proof of his darling theme, he would gladly 'have done so. 
You most not, therefore, blame this advocate of endless wo, 
for not doing better. But as the good Book is so barren of 
this principal item of Partialism, I hope the gentleman here- 
after will think and preach less of the devil and his kingdom/ 
and more of Christ and his kingdom. The Bible is full of 
Christ and of heaven, but, according to Mr. Franklin, the 
eternal kingdom of darkness, as the doom of men, is only 
once spoken of. 

But the gentleman is more successful than St. Paul was, an 
Apostle of Christ. He studied the Gospel some thirty years, 
and it is a fact, that he never spoke of hell but once, and then 
declared that it should be destroyed. If any one doubts this, 
let him read the Apostle's sermons and epistles, and he will 
be convinced that 1 speak the truth. Still he affirms that he 
had "not shunned to declare all the counsel of God." Acts 
20: 27. Perhaps Mr. F., when he shall have studied the 
Revelation of God as long and as faithfully as St. Paul did, 
he will have learned that the doctrine of endless torments 
compose no part of God's counsel. 

•'A little learning is a dangerous thing; 
Drink deep, or taste not the PJerean spring." 

But I have already shown that my friend's sole proof-text 
falls far short of sustaining his proposition. Testimony on 
testimony has been presented, proving beyond the shadow of 
a doubt, that the word everlasting does not signify endless 
duration; and you all know how weak and contemptible have 
been his quibbles; for it would be a prostitution of language 
and common sense, to call his insipid talk on that subject 
arguments. The course he has pursued on this subjtct is 
worthy only of his creed. 

He says, with • effrontery truly astonishing, that I have 
"tried to escape discussion on the meaning of the Greek word 
aionion" rendered everlasting. He knows, as well as he 
Icnows I am now speaking, that there is not one word of truth 
in that remark. I have proved, over and over, that the term 
everlasting does not mean endless duration. I proved this 
from Watts, Macknight, and others. In my last speech I 
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cited many passages from the Bible, demonstrating that the 
word signifies limited duration of time. Trying to escape! 
Does the man think you are all dumb ? The gentleman says 
that lexicons define aion and aionion differently ; but in that 
he is much mistaken. I will give the primary signification 
that several lexicons give those words : 

DonnectAN. — Aion — time. Aionion — long duration. 

Pickering. — Aion — an ago. Aionion— long duration. 

Schkevelins.— Aion— an age. Aionion — long duration. 

Hinks. — Aion — a period of time. Aionion — lasting. 

Gilis. — Aion — time. Aionion — lasting. 

Ltttz. — Aion — an age. Aionion — durable. 

There, all these authors define those terms exactly alike. 
Their definitions vary only in words, not in meaning : and 
not one of them gives endless duration as the proper mean- 
ing of either of those terms. 

He reiterates his stupid assertion, that a noun and the ad- 
jective derived from it, are two different words ! If he would 
five the science of grammar a little attention, he would be 
eartily ashamed of that assertion. Every one who makes 
any just prentension to letters knows that an adjective is only 
a modification of a noun ; the same used in another form, i 
sometimes think my ears deceive me when I understand him 
to assert that adjectives are not derived from nouns. Every 
school-boy and school-girl knows better than that. I can see 
some of them nodding assent to what I say. Dr. Franklin, 
you had better leave this pulpit, set at their feet, and learn 
of them. Open any grammar, and you will find it written, 
that "Adjectives are derived from nouns." As they are de- 
rived from nouns, they, of course, get all their meaning from 
the nouns whence derived. For your own credit deny this 
no longer. 

It does seem to me that there can be no longer any doubt 
concerning the primary meaning of the word everlasting, 
with those whose minds are influenced by testimony, for that 
is all on one side— all proves that that word properly signifies 
limited duration, not endless. 

He admits that the word everlasting is "frequeutly used in a 
limited sense." How does he know it is not used in that sense 
in the passage before us— "'these Shall go away into everlasf- 
ng punishment." I have proved that to be its signification 
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in that text, from a variety of testimony, most of which he has 
paid no attention to. But he thinks because the Bible speaks of 
the "everlasting Father," everlasting sometimes signifies end- 
less duration. If it does bear that meaning in such con- 
nection, it does not follow that it means endless when applied 
to punishment. But I do not rely on that ambiguous term 
to prove the endless existence of God, but on expressions that 
admit of no limitation. For example — Paul says: "And 
changed the 'glory of the incorruptible God into an image 
made like to corruptible men, and to beasts and to birds, and 
creeping things." Rom. 1: 29. Here the nature of. God is 
contrasted with the nature of earthly beings. They are cor- 
ruptible, but h,e is incorruptible. "Of old thou has laid the 
foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the work of thv- 
hands. They shall perish, but thou shalt endure: Yea, all 
of them shall wax old like a garment ; as a vesture shalt thou 
change them, and they shall change : but thou art the same, 
and thy years shall have no end." Ps. 102: 27. Here the 
existence and character of the heavens and earth are con- 
trasted with those of the Almighty. They shall "change" and 
"wax old," "but thou art the same ; "they shall perish, but 
thou shalt endure;" "thy years shall have no end." By such 
language do the scriptures teach the unchangability and end- 
less existence of God. But the Bible no where says that the 
sufferings of men will have no end, but it does say that the 
"wickedness of the wicked shall come to an end," and con- 
sequently their sufferings also will end. Neither should we 
rely on the term in question to prove the endless existence of 
the soul. 

The bible employs other terms to teach that truth. "An 
inheritance incorruptible and undefiled, and that fadeth not 
away, reserved in heaven for you." 1 Peter 1: 4. But no 
where do the sacred writers assert that the life of the damned 
in hell will be incorruptible, and that their miseries will not 
fade away. These terms, applied to the existence of God and 
to the life of the soul, admit of no limitation. But this can- 
not be said of the word everlasting, and therefore it being 
applied to beings that are endless in their nature, is no evi- 
Ience at all that the word means endless. Mr. Franklin 
ought to be logician enough to know this. 

In regard to "everlasting life," I have proved, I think to tiv*. 
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.satisfaction of all present, that it is the life of the gospel 
kingdom, of the gospel age. and is consequntly enjoyed on 
earth. Jesus says, "he that believeth on me hath everlasting 
life." On the other hand the punishment spoken of in Matt. 
25: 4G, is the terrible tribulation and fiery indignation that 
heaven has awarded to the house of Israel*. They have suf- 
fered those judgments many ages, but we are assured that 
•'when the fulness of the Gentiles shall have come in all Israel 
shall be saved." Then the punishment will end. 

Yes, endless punishment is impossible. *God cannot in- 
flict it, for he is Love. It is said to be impossible for God to 
lie, because he is a God of truth ; so it is impossible for him 
to torment a portion of his own offspring without mercy and 
without end, because he is a God of Love. A devil mighido 
so, but the Creator of the universe cannot. 

He tells us what he has said to-day about "this generation" 
in Matthew 24. Now, be it known, that there has nothing 
been said to-day on that subject. Day before yesterday, 
when we were discussing the first proposition, that phrase was 
under consideration, and he was driven from every position 
he took on it by the force of testimony. lie feels sore about 
tke way he was " used up," and I refer you to what was 
said on that subject then as a sufficient refutation of his last 
assertion. 

All his trash about my contending that God is the author 
of sin I have stopped to consider once or twice, and shall 
spend no more time on that subject. His creed makes God 
the author of endless sinning and endless suffering. Ac- 
cording to it, God made the prison of damnation he contends 
for, created its devils and sustains their lives, and will plunge 
into that den of every abomination a large part of mankind, 
where they must sin and suffer endlessly ! He will not per- 
mit the devils or the damned souls to cease sinning and learn 
to do well ; but they must sin and suffer as long as God's 
throne shall stand ! If this is not blasphemy, what is it ? 
And if any characters deserve all the horrors of such a hell 
it is those who thus slander the .God of Heaven. May God 
forgive Mr. Franklin for thus falsely charging him ! Father, 
forgive him, for he knows not what he does ! To cap the 
climax of absurdities, he has the boldness to say that endur- 
ing, endless punishment would not be an evil ! Good heavens ! 
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What can be an evil, then? If endless sinning, endless weep- 
ing, and endless suffering would not be an evil, what is or 
can be an evil ? He is the first man that ever I heard say 
that endless punishment would not be an evil. He must be 
insane! 

"Endless wo has a good tendency!" What an absurdity! 
I never thought or admitted such a falsity. A belief in that 
cruel dogma has caused more sin and suffering than ail other 
causes combined. It is the parent of countless abominations, 
being an infinite abomination itself. 

"Had I a hundred mouths, a hundred tongues, 
A voice of brass, and adamantine lungs ; 
Not half its frightful scenes could I disclose, 
Repoat its crimes, or count its dreadful woes." 

It is built on the worst of passions — selfishness, retaliation, 
cruelty, revenge ; and it fosters those evil passions, and a 
great many more, in the human heart. When the sun covers 
the earth with a mantle of darkness ; when ice scalds and 
fire freezes ; when copious showers parch the ground, then 
may the doctrine of endless sin and damnation produce love 
and virtue. If it is true of course we should know it, and 
for the same reason that we should know that a serpent lays 
in our path, or that there are murderers in our house. If 
TJniversalisrn is true, we should know it, for the same reason 
that we should know that dear friends are alive, when we sup- 
posed they were dead, or that a prodigal has returned, when 
we supposed he was past redemption ; or that great blessings 
are in store for us here, when we thought that tears and sor- 
row were our only doom: 

Mr. Franklin informed us that part of his first proof-text 
was, •* Are there few that shall be saved V 9 and he told us 
that he got this from the " infallible oracles of God." I will 
inform the gentleman that that passage is taken from the fal- 
lible oracles of Partialism — from the same volume where 
the following scraps may be found : " If you die in your 
sins, where God and his Christ are you cannot come. God 
out of Christ is a consuming fire. As the tree falls so it 
shall lie. No self-murderer shall enter the kingdom of God. 
As death leaves us, so judgment finds us. There is no 
change after death. Total depravity, triune God, trinity, 
original sin, endless hell, eternal hell, eudlesft %wft*ix\\\%.,\^ 
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pardonable sin, endless punishment, endless misery, endless 
death, eternal death, death that never dies." 

The question in the Bible is, "Are there few that bt 
saved ? " not " sfiall be ; " and we all know that according 
to the scriptures, christians enjoy a present salvation,— are 
now saved. " By grace ye are saved," " To us who art 
saved." and similar expressions, abound in the Bible. But 
Mr. F. can think of nothing but a salvation from an endless 
hell, an angry God, and the clutches of an almighty devil. 
Well, let us see how he got along with the balance of his 
first proof-text. He done wonders according to his account; 
and well he might after such a hopeful beginning. He told 
us that the " kingdom " out of which some would be thrust 
was heaven; I replied, that if he was correct, the wicked 
Jews — the persecuters and murderers of Christ, would go to 
heaven in all their sins, and after remaining there awhile, 
would be cast out ; for Jesus says, " There shall be weeping 
and gnashing of teeth, when ye (the wicked Jews) shall see 
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets, in the 
kingdom of God, and ye yourselves thrust out" Luke 15: 
28. Listen, O earth, and hear his reply. " They would 
aland outside the door and from that position be thrust out of 
the kingdom !!! " /Was not that a bright idea ! But how in 
the world could the Jews be thrust out of the kingdom if 
they were never in it ? I took the ground, as every reasona- 
ble person must, that the kingdom was not heaven, but that 
kingdom of which the Bible so- frequently speaks, that is 
erected in the earth. The Jews were once in that kingdom, 
but it was taken from them and given to the Gentiles, and 
the door is now shut to the ancient people of God. Mr. F. 
flatly contradicts the Bible, for he says the kingdom was 
never taken from the Jews, and that thev can all now enter 
it ! The Bible teaches exactly the reverse. 

He says he quoted several passages that speak of the con- 
ditions on which heaven is to be obtained. I showed that 
not one of them refers to the future state, but to the privi- 
leges and blessings of the gospel kingdom. He even con- 
tended, according to his last speech, that immortal life is 
conditional ! He cited these words, " Seek for glory, honor, 
immortality." Rom. 2. He contended that this refers xo 
the future state, and i\m uo ov\s cowW W \\Kvv\\<*nal there 
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without seeking for it here ! This is his faith according to 
his last speech : The soul of no one is naturally immortal, 
and no one will ever be immortal without first seeking for it* 
Consequently, all who do not seek for immortality will con- 
tinue mortal, and therefore will not suffer endlessly. If the 
gentleman believes what he said on that subject, he is a dis- 
believer in endless punishment. He contends that all who 
seek for immortality will be saved, and none others, and 
hence it follows from his premises, ihat the balance of man 
kind, including infants, idiots, pagans, all the wicked, who do 
not seek for it will not be immortal but mortal, and conse- 
quently will not live endlessly in heaven or hell, but be anni- 
hilated. I charge Mr. Franklin with believing in the doctrine 
of annihilation. Perhaps he believed in endless punishment 
when this discussion commenced ; but he has now renounced 
it and advocates the annihilation of part of mankind. He is 
progressing, for it would be far better to annihilate those that 
cannot be saved, than to torment them without relief and 
without end. I hope Mr. Franklin will grow in grace, till 
he come to a knowledge of the whole truth. 

In regard to the word immortality, I have showed that the 
original is several times translated sincerity; and that it 
bears that signification in this passage ; but he was careful* 
not to notice this in his recapitulation. If he had done so, it 
would have saved many words ; but then it would have upset 
all he wanted to say. 

In Mr. F.'s last speech, we had a first rate specimen of 
scrap preaching. He reminded me of the gentleman who 
tried to prove from the Bible that it was right to commit self- 
murder. Said he, " It is said ihat Judas went and hanged 
himself; and in another place it is written, ' Go thou and do 
likewise ' — therefore, we are commanded to kill ourselves." 
These quotations just as clearly prove that self-murder is a 
divine command, as do those half sentences from the Bible 
that Mr. Franklin put together, from all parts of the 
scriptures, prove the endless damnation of half of man- 
kind. If I may be allowed the liberty he takes with 
the Bible, I can prove it is right to commit every abomination 
ever thought of; but this is not the way to read or undsrstand 
that blessed volume, and those who take such liberties with 
tt, shamefully abuse it. I repeat, not one of those passages 
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he half quotes, relate, in any way whatever, to the proposi- 
tion before us. 

His boasting of what he he has done, reminds me of a 
certain phrenological lecturer. He said, "There are but 
three truly great men in the United States. One of them is 
Daniel Webster of Boston ; the second is Henry Clay of Ken- 
lucky, and modesty forbids that I mention the third." So 
Mr. F. don't like to tell us in so many words that he is a 
great man, but he certainly is an astonishing genius if he 
did half that he boasted of having accomplished. 

.He told us what he had done with Matt. 25, 46 ; but he 
forgot to add that he totally failed to show that that passage 
sustains his proposition, and that that was his only proof-text. 
He says, I " attempted to meet him in no way to escape to 
aion in the place pf aionios" There is not only no sense 
or syntax in this sentence", but the idea intended is false in 
every particular. He can have no regard for a truthful rep« 
utation, so it seems to me, or he would not have made that 
•false assertion. Every one of you know that I proved, 

1 . That aivnion signifies limited duration ; because it is 
derived from a noun bearing that meaning. 

2. Because many lexicons give it that definition. 

3. Because several orthodox writers so define it. 

4. Because that is its common meaning in the Bible, 

1 dwelt on each of these evidences, and yet Mr. Franklin 
says I said nothing about that word, but escaped to another! 
He will wish that sentence had never dropped from his lips. 
But Jie went to aiona to get the meaning ofaionion, and hence 
did exactly what he condemned me for doing ! He says 
they are both one word, but no more so than aion and ai onion 
are, as he would not deny if he knew more about language. 
As he has simply repeated his old assertion about forever in 
Heb. 7, without replying to what I have said, I refer you 
to my remarks on that subject. If he could have replied he 
undoubtedly would have done so. 

All his reasoning in favor of everlasting, meaning endless 
duration, in Math. 25,4 will apply to the levitical priesthood, 
for that is called an everlasting priesthood, and prove just as 
clearly that it is in force now, and will be to all eternity, as 
he has proved that punishment will be endless. I will quote 
his words with the necessary alteration to suit the subject. 
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The priesthood js thus spoken of in Exod. 40, 16. "For 
4his anointing shall surely be an everlasting priesthood." 
" Here the Almighty affirms that the Levitical priesthood should 
be an everlasting priesthood, and everlasting is taken from 
the same original word that eternal is, in Matthew 25, 46, 
where Jesus says some should have " eternal life." Now it 
follows that if everlasting, when applied to that priesthood, 
means limited duration, it must bear the very same significa- 
tion when applied to life in Math. 25. The same word is 
use to express the duration of the priesthood and the life. 
This word must be use in the same sense in both places, be* 
yond all dispute ; and that it expresses the duration of the 
life, and that that life is endless, cannot be denied by any 
living man. Just so certain then, as the duration of the life 
in Matt, is endless, the priesthood is also endless. The very 
same word then, that expresses the duration of the life, also 
expresses the duration of the priesthood. Indeed the same 
word is used to express the duration of the existance of God, 
and that it does not mean endless here, no man who has any 
regard for truth will affirm. 

"The offset that Mr. Manford attempts to make by showing 
that the same word is used sometimes in a limited sense, oan 
be made relative to any word in human speech. The word 
endless is used in the Scriptures in a limited sense ; but who 
-would attempt to get its proper meaning from such a use ? — • 
To show that everlasting means endless when applied te the 
old priesthood, I referred to the use of the words forever and 
ever, as found in Revelations. In doing this I showed that 
those words express the duration of the life of God, the life 
of Christ, and the reign of Christ. The only effort Mr. M. 
made here was to try to show that the reign of Christ would 
come to an end, and consequently that forever and everlast- 
ing do not mean endless, and therefore, that the Mosaic priest- 
hood should come to an end, although God affirmed it was 
everlasting. I will just add the words of Daniel, Dan. 7:14. 
"His dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not 
pass away, and his kingdom that shall not be destroyed." If 
this is to be relied on, mere is an end to the gentleman's quib- 
ble. The same word, then, in the same book, that the somt 
of God used to express the duration of \Yve o\& ^t»^WA> 
mtso used to express the duration of ftv* Vvfe o* 0<A, «A 
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therefore if the priesthood will end the existence of God will 
also end ! I defy mortal man to avoid the conclusion. I ask 
by what rule does any man admit that a word in one place 
means unlimited duration, and in the other limited duration] 
Certainly by no rule or law of language whatever ; but it is 
only a determination to have the decision in a certain way. 
All who deny that the Mosaic priesthood is abolished disbe- 
lieve the Bible, the plain declaration of the Almighty, and 
are infidels at heart, for he has informed us in the most pos- 
itive terms that it should be an everlasting priesthood; and 
God does not say one thing and mean another. I hope Mr. 
Manford will repent of his sins, no longer charge God with 
deception, and spend the balance of his days in counteract- 
ing his former teaching, as some men have done before him. 
But if he should be obstinate and persist in his wicked course 
till death, he will surely find at the judgment seat that he 
was greatly mistaken, that everlasting mean endless when 
applied to the priesthood of Aaron as well as when applied to 
the life in Matt. 25." There, I appeal to every one if Mr. 
Franklin's reasoning in favor of everlasting means endless 
duration when applied to punishment, does not apply 
with equal force to that word when applied to the old priest- 
hood. They are the same words* in both places. If Mr. F. 
is right concerning everlasting, Christ was an impostor, be- 
cause he professed to abolish the everlasting priesthood of 
Aaron, which he did not do, if everlasting signifies endless 
duration. I can prove that Jonah is how in the whale, that 
the hills and mountains will stand endlessly, that the Jewish 
temple is now standing on Mount Zion, that the servant 
will serve his mastfer through all time and eternity, that the 
Jews are now in Judea and will remain there to all eternity, 
that the Jewish passover should be observed now and hence- 
forth through all coming time, by the very same process of 
reasoning that Mr. Franklin has tried to prove that punish- 
ment will be endless. But everlasting, he admits, means 
limited duration when applied to the priesthood, temple, hills, 
<fec. ; and so do I ; and I also contend it means the same 
when" applied to punishment ; and Mr, Franklin would do 
the same did not his cpeed interdict it. 
A few words and I w\\\ close. TVvste wftsome almost in- 
fin'tie differences between the tofla. ot tbs *f\»eA *sA <fe*VK&. 
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of which I am an humble advocate. The one is contrary to 
the better feelings of our nature, and seems to the reasoning 
mind an infinite absurdity. The other fulfils the most en- 
larged desires of the purest and most benevolent souls, and 
fully reconciles all the ways of God to man ; removing all 
doubts which the present existence of evil may have thrown 
around the goodness of God. The one engenders supersti- 
tion, bigotry, and intolerance, and fills the mind with gloomy 
douqts, sad forebodings, and destructive fears. The other 
has no affinity with superstition and cannot exist with it. It 
teaches that all men are brethren, and that all have a com- 
mon Father ; hence, it is entirely opposed to everything like 
bigotry or intolerance ; it dispels all doubts., bids all our fore- 
bodings cease, and effectually destroys every tormenting fear. 
The one has had for its strongest advocates the fiercest des- 
pots, the most savage and cruel tyrants, and the most furious 
and unrelenting bigots that have ever disgraced the earth. 
The other has never had any such votaries, and could not 
have from the nature of the doctrine itself. The one teaches : 
First, Either that God had a bad and cruel design in crea- 
ting man, and that that design will most certainly be accom- 
plished. Or secondly, That He had a benevolent design, but 
will not be able to accomplish it. Or thirdly. That He had no 
design whatever. The other teaches that God had a great 
and good design in creating man, and that His designs cannot, 
be frustrated ; for "He doeth his will in the army of Heaven, 
and among the inhabitants of the earth, and none can stay 
his hand, or say unto Him, What doest Thou V 9 And what 
"His soul desireth, even that He doeth. " 

Of one it may be truly said that it were better if it should 
prove false than true! Of the other this could not be said 
with any semblance of truth. The one fosters and cherishes 
the spirit of partiality, cruelty, and retaliation. The other 
inculcates the spirit of universal love, kindness, and forgive- 
ness, as its crowning principles. 

The one sharpens the sting of death. The other takes 
away the sting of death. 

The one acknowledges Christ to be the Savior only of those 
that believe. The other that He is the "Savior of all men, 
especially of those that believe;" and \hat Cfct\&\ w&A. xsfc. 
be aa "especial" Savior, unless \\e vaa \\vfe^w*\ot t& a\V — 
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The one teaches that endless sighs and groans shall forever \ 
ascend from the caverns of horror and the regions of black 
despair. The other teaches that "every creature which is in 
Heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, and such as 
are in the sea, and all that are in them," shall he "heard say- 
ing, Blessing and honor, and glory, and power, he unto Hire 
that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb forever and 
forever." 

The one teaches that the Devil shall be king forever, and 
that nine-tenths of all rational intelligences shall be his sub- 
jects. The other teaches that the Devil and all his works 
shall be destroyed, and that God, who is Love, shall be "all 
in all. 9 ' 

The one runs the line of endless separation between fami- 
lies and friends, fathers and sons, mothers and daughters. 
The other teaches that all shall meet again — that the links of 
affection shall again be united in one golden chain, which 
shall bind all hearts in one universal bond of love. 

The one teaches that Christ will never be able to accom- 
plish his mission. The other teaches that "He shall see of 
the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied" It teaches 
also that Christ shall reign "until he hath put all enemies un- 
der his feet," and that "the last enemy that shall be destroy- 
ed is death." "Then shall come to pass the saying, O death 
where is thy sting; O grave where is thy victory]" Then 
shaU all the ransomed of the Lord return and come unto 
heavenly Zion with songs and everlasting joys upon their 
heads ; they shall obtain joy and gladness, and sorrow and 
sighing shall flee away. AMEN. 
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